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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WILLIS: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 11848. A bill to amend the provisions
of title 18 of the United States Code relating
to offenses committed in Indian country;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1838). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and
Currency. H.R. 11500. A bill to extend the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1839). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 1264. An act for the rellef of Capt. Dale
Frazier; with amendment (Rept. No. 1840).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
House Resolution 690. Resolution providing
for sending the bill (H.R. 7618) authorizing
the payment of certain moneys to N. M.
Bentley in settlement of claim against the
United Btates, together with accompanying
papers, to the Court of Claims; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1841). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. LIBONATI: Committee on the Judieci-
ary. HR. 1660. A bill for the rellef of
Margaret MacPherson, Angus MacPherson,
Ruth MacPherson, and Marilyn MacPherson;
with amendment (Rept. No 1842), Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 3134. A bill for the relief of Alvin
Bardin; with amendment (Rept. No. 1843).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 4950. A bill for the relief of Carleton
R. McQuown, Thomas A. Pruett, and James
E. Rowles; without amendment (Rept. No.
1844). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 5312. A bill for the relief of certain
additional claimants against the United
States who suffered personal injuries, prop-
erty damage, or other loss as a result of the
explosion of a munitions truck between
Smithfleld and Selma, N.C., on March 7,
1942; with an amendment (Rept, No. 1845).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 7469. A bill for the relief of Daniel
‘Walter Miles; with amendment (Rept. No.
1846). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 8201. A bill for the relief of Sp. 5C.
Curtis Melton, Jr.; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1847). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 9894. A bill for the relief of Loretta
Shea, deceased, in full settlement of the
claims of that estate; without amendment
(Rept. No, 1848). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 11863. A bill for the relief of Vernon
J. Wiersma; without amendment (Rept. No.
1840). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.R. 12199. A bill to prohibit the sending
as franked mail of solicitations for the trans-
fer of one State to another State of business
enterprises and operations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H.R. 12200. A bill to amend section 6(2) of
the Interstate Commerce Act to authorize
the Interstate Commerce Commission to re-
quire the cancellation of any international
through route or joint rate under certain
circumstances; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

H.R. 12201. A bill to clarify certain provi-
sions of part IV of the Interstate Commerce
Act and to place transactions involving
unifications or aecquisitions of control of
freight forwarders under the provisions of
section 6 of the act; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MCMILLAN:

H.R. 12202. A bill to increase the jurisdie-
tion of the municipal court for the District
of Columbia in ecivil actions, to change the
name of the court, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R. 12203. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the identification
of a military airlift command as a specified
command, to provide for its military mission,
and to eliminate unnecessary duplication in
airlift; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska:

H.R. 12204. A bill to amend section 303(c)
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, to authorize in the case of mem-
bers of the uniformed services transporta-
tion of house trailers and mobile dwellings
within Alaska and between Alaska and the
48 contiguous States; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 12205. A bill to consent to the amend-
ment of the Pacific marine fisheries compact
and to the participation of certain addi-
tional States in such compact in accordance
with the terms of such amendment; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries,

By Mr. RYAN of New York:

H.R. 12206. A bill to protect the constitu-
tional rights of individuals irrespective of
race, creed, color, or national origin, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHERER:

H.R.12207. A bill to amend the Internal
Security Act of 1950; to the Committee on
Un-American Activities.

By Mr, UTT:

H.R. 12208. A bill to amend section 4142
(relating to the definition of radio and tele-
vision components) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania:

H.R.12209. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special postage stamp to com-
memorate the 150th anniversary of the
advent of humane treatment for the men-
tally i11; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 12210. A bill to provide a deduction
for income tax purposes, in the case of a dis-
abled individual, for expenses for trans-
portation to and from work; and to provide
an additional exemption for income tax pur-
poses for a taxpayer or spouse who Is
physically or mentally incapable of caring
for himself; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York (by re-
quest) :

H.R. 12211, A bill to provide for the trans-
fer to the government of the Virgin Islands
of certain property of the Virgin Islands
Corporation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R. 12212. A bill to provide for the tem-
porary suspension of the duty on cork
stoppers; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.12213. A bill to provide for the tem-
porary suspension of the duty on corkboard
insulation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Texas:

H.R. 12214. A bill authorizing a survey of
Peytons Creek and tributaries, Texas, in the
interest of flood control and allied purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. REIFEL:

HR.12215. A bill to amend the Soil Bank
Act 80 as to authorize the Secretary of Ag-
riculture to permit the harvesting of hay
on conservation reserve acreage under cer-
tain conditions; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H. Res. 693. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 11327) to pro-
vide for the District of Columbia an appoint-
ed Governor and Secretary, and an elected
legislative assembly and nonvoting Delegate
to the House of Representatives, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANFUSO:;

H.R. 12216. A bill to provide that Lt. Col,
Henry A. Rogan shall be advanced to the
grade of colonel, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BOLLING:

H.R.12217. A bill for the relief of George
Edward Leonard; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HALEY:

HR.12218. A bill for the relief of Sumiko

Saito; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. NIX:

HR.12219. A bill for the relief of Isolene
E. F. Shakespeare; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN of Michigan:

HR.12220. A bill for the rellef of Miss
Maria Meintassi; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE
Tuespay, JUNE 19, 1962

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D,, offered the following prayer:

O Thou great companion of our pil-
grim way, across all the toiling hours of
this day, keep our hearts with Thee, as
once more in this Chamber of govern-
ance, those who here speak and act for
the Nation, face vexing national and glo-
bal problems which tax them to the ut-
most to solve.

While they heed the judgments of
those who share with them the respon-
sibilities of statecraft, enable them by
Thy sustaining grace to test all things
by their own conscience and by the
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teachings and spirit of the one who alone
is our Master.

Calm our anxieties; strengthen our
every weakness; save us from paralyzing
fear and embittered cynicism; and in
these times that try men’s souls, make us
worthy of these demanding days, that
cry aloud for wisdom and character.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
June 18, 1962, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
June 15, 1962, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following act and
joint resolution:

8.3815. An act for the relief of Dr. Ting-Wa
Wong; and

S.J. Res. 198. Joint resolution deferring
until July 15, 1962, the issuance of a procla-
mation with respect to a national wheat
acreage allotment.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate messages from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred fo the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading elerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the fol-
lowing bills of the Senate:

8.2186. An act for the relief of Manuel
Arranz Rodriguez;

S.2840. An act for the relief of Shunichi
Alkawa;

S.2418, An act for the relief of Elaine
Rozin Recanati;

S.2486. An act for the relief of Kim Carey
(Timothy Mark Alt);

B.2562. An act for the relief of Sally Ann
Barnett;

S.2565. An act for the relief of Michael
Najeeb Metry;

5.2895. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain lands of the Minnesota Chip-
pewa Tribe of Indians to the Little Flower
Mission of the 8t. Cloud Diocese; and

5.2990, An act for the relief of Caterina
Scalzo (nee LoSchiavo).

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the concurrent res-
olution (S. Con. Res. 78) requesting the
President to return to the Senate the en-
rolled bill, 8. 1745, relating to District
of Columbia schoolchildren’s fares, and
providing for its reenrollment with a cer-
tain change.

The message further announced that
the House insisted upon its disagreement
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to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 2, 3, 7, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
and 18 to the bill (H.R. 8291) to enable
the United States to participate in the
assistance rendered to certain migrants
and refugees; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. WaLTER, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr.
CHELF, Mr. PorFr, and Mr. MOORE were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference,

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.4012. An act to amend section 801
of title 38, United States Code, to provide
assistance in acquiring specially adapted
housing for certain blind veterans who have
suffered the loss or loss of use of a lower
extremity;

H.R.4592. An act to set aside certain lands
in Montana for the Indians of the Confed-
erated Salish and Kootenali Tribes of the
Flathead Reservation, Mont.;

H.R.6145. An act to postpone for 1 year
the second reduction in credits under section
3302(c) (2) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1964 (relating to reduced credits against the
Federal unemployment tax) in the case of
States to which such section applled for
1961,

H.R.7278. An act to amend the act of
June 5, 1952, so as to remove certain restric-
tlons on the real property conveyed to the
Territory of Hawail by the United States un-
der authority of such act;

H.R. 8214. An act to permit the use of cer-
taln construction tools actuated by explo-
sive charges in construction activity on the
U.S. Capitol Grounds;

H.R.2199. An act for the relief of certain
officers and enlisted personnel of the 1202d
Civil Affairs Group (Reinf. Tng.), Fort Ham-
ilton, Brooklyn, N.¥.;

HR.9243. An act to amend the Civil Func-
tions Appropriation Act, 1952, in order to
designate the reservoir created by the John
H. Eerr Dam as Buggs Island Lake;

H.R. 10066. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide additional
compensation for veterans suffering the loss
or loss of use of both vocal cords, with re-
sulting complete aphonia;

H.R.10263. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to adjust the legis-
lative jurisdiction exercised by the United
States over lands within Eglin Air Force
Base, Fla.;

HR.10265. An act to authorize the Post-
master General in his discretion to pay in-
creased basic salary to postal field service
employees for services performed before the
expiration of 30 days following their assign-
ments to duties and responsibilities of higher
saldry levels, and for other purposes;

H.R.10452. An act to donate to the Devlls
Lake Sloux Tribe of the Fort Totten Indlan
Reservation, N. Dak., approximately 275.74
acres of federally owned land;

H.R. 10530. An act to declare that certain
land of the United States is held by the
United States in trust for the Oglala Sioux
Tribe of the Pine Rldge Reservation;

HR. 10825. An act to repeal the act of
August 4, 1959 (73 Stat. 280) ;

H.R. 11067. An act to declare that the
United States holds certain lands on the
Eastern Cherokee Reservation in trust for the
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of North
Carolina; .

HR.11261. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to relinquish to the State
of New Jersey jurisdiction over any lands
within the Fort Hancock Military Reserva-
tion;

H.R.11523. An act to authorize the em-
ployment without compensation from the
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Government of readers for blind Govern-
ment employees, and for other purposes;

H.R.11711. An act to rate Science
Service, Inc., for the purposes indicated by
Public Law 85-875;

H.R. 11735. An act authorizing the change
in name of Beardstown, Ill.,, flood control
project, to the Sid Simpson flood control
project;

H.R. 11753. An act to provide for the pay-
ment of certain amounts and restoration of
employment benefits to certain Government
officers and employees improperly deprived
thereof, and for other purposes;

HR.11793. An act to provide criminal
penalties for trafficking in phonograph rec-
ords bearing forged or counterfeit labels;

H.R. 12061. An act to extend the Renegoti-
ation Act of 1951;

H.J. Res. 417. Joint resolution to designate
the lake formed by Terminus Dam on the
Kaweah River in California as Lake Eaweah;

H.J. Res. 627. Joint resolution extending
the duration of copyright protection in cer-
tain cases; and

H.J. Res. 717. Joint resolution designating
January 1, 1963, as Emancipation Proclama-
tion Day.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were severally read twice by their
titles and referred as indicated:

HR. 4012. An act to amend section 801 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide as-
sistance in acquiring speclally adapted hous-
ing for certain blind veterans who have
suffered the loss or loss of use of a lower ex-
tremity; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,

H.R. 4592. An act to set aside certain lands
in Montana for the Indians of the Con-
federated Salish and EKootenai Tribes of the
Flathead Reservation, Mont.;

H.R. 10452, An act to donate to the Devils
Lake Sloux Tribe of the Fort Totten Indian
Reservation, N. Dak., approximately 275.74
acres of federally owned land;

H.R. 10530. An act to declare that certain
land of the United States is held by the
United States In trust for the Oglala Sioux
Tribe of the Pine Ridge Reservation; and

HR. 11057, An act to declare that the
United States holds certain lands on the
Eastern Cherokee Reservation in trust for
the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of
North Carolina; to the Committee on In-
terlor and Insular Affairs.

H.R. 6145. An act to postpone for 1 year
the second reduction in credits under sec-
tion 3302(c) (2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 19564 (relating to reduced credits
against the Federal unemployment tax) in
the case of States to which such section ap-
plied for 1961,

H.R. 10066. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide additional
compensation for veterans suffering the loss
or loss of use of both vocal cords, with re-
sulting complete aphonia; and

H.R. 12061. An act to extend the Renego-
tiation Act of 1951; to the Committee on
Finance.

HR. 7278. An act to amend the act of
June b5, 1952, so as to remove certain re-
strictions on the real property conveyed to
the territory of Hawaii by the United States
under authority of such act;

H.R. 10263. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to adjust the legis-
lative jurisdiction exercised by the United
States over lands within Eglin Air Force
Base, Fla.;

H.R. 10825. An act to repeal the act of
August 4, 1959 (73 Stat. 280); and .

H.R. 11351. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Army to relinquish to the State
of New Jersey jurisdiction over any lands
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within the Fort Hancock Military Reserva-
tion; to the Committee on Armed Services.

HR. 8214, An act to permit the use of
certain construction tools actuated by explo-
sive charges in construction activity on the
U.S. Capitol Grounds;

H.R. 9243. An act to amend the Civil Func-
tions Appropriation Act, 1952, in order to
designate the reservoir created by the John
H. Eerr Dam as Buggs Island Lake;

H.R. 11735. An act authorizing the change
in name of Beardstown, Ill., flood con-
trol project, to the Sid Simpson flood control
project; and

H.J. Res. 417. Joint resolution to designate
the lake formed by Terminus Dam on the
Kaweah River in California as Lake Kaweah;
to the Committee on Public Works.

H.R.9199. An act for the relief of certain
officers and enlisted personnel of the 1202d
Civil Affairs Group (Reinf. Tng.), Fort Ham-
ilton, Brooklyn, N.Y.;

H.R.11711. An act to incorporate Science
Bervices, Inc., for the purposes indicated by
Public Law 85-875;

H.R.11793. An act to provide criminal
penalties for traficking in phonograph rec-
ords bearing forged or counterfeit labels;

H.J. Res. 627. Joint resolution extending
the duration of copyright protection in cer-
tain cases; and

H.J. Res. 7T17. Joint resolution designating
January 1, 1963, as Emancipation Proclama-
tion Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 10265. An act to authorize the Post-
master General in his discretion to pay in-
creased basic salary to postal field service
employees for services performed before the
expiration of 30 days following their as-
signments to duties and responsibilities of
higher salary levels, and for other purposes;

H.R.11523. An act to authorize the em-
ployment without compensation from the
Government of readers for blind Govern-
ment employees, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 117563. An act to provide for the pay-
ment of certain amounts and restoration of
employment benefits to certain Government
officers and employees improperly deprived
thereof, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Sevice.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

8. 1742. An act to authorize Federal assist-
ance to Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in major
disasters;

5. 2893. An act to declare that certain land
of the United States is held by the United
Btates in trust for the Prairie Band of Poto-
watomi Indians in Kansas; and

H.R. 7532. An act to amend title 39 of the
United States Code relating to funds received
by the Post Office Department from pay-
ments for damage to personal property, and
for other purposes.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR
On request of Mr. MansrFieLp, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the morning hour were ordered limited
to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MaNSFIELD, and by

unanimous consent, the Permanent Sub-

committee on Investigations of the Com-~

mittee on Government Operations was
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authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

On request of Mr. MansrFiELD, and by
unanimous consent the Stockpiling Sub-
committee of the Committee on Armed
Services was authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON REVIEW OF CERTAIN GRANTS
AWARDED BY NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HeALTH, PuBLic HEALTH SERVICE
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a report on the review of grants award-
ed by National Institutes of Health, Public

Health Service, Department of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare to finance equipment

purchases by Roscoe B, Jackson Memorial

Laboratory, September 1961 (with an accom-

panying report); to the Committee on Gov-

ernment Operations.

Avuprr REPORT ON FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINIS-
TRATION, HousiNG AND HoME FINANCE
AGENCY
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant

to law, an audit report on the Federal Hous-
ing Administration, Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency, fiscal year 1961 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the U. E. Local
1111, United Electrical, Radio and Machine
Workers of America, Milwaukee, Wis,, re-
lating to medical care for the aged; to the
Committee on Finance.

ONE-HUNDRETH ANNIVERSARY OF
EMANCIPATION PROCLAMATION—
LETTER AND RESOLUTION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in ob-
servance of the 100th anniversary of the
promulgation of the Emancipation Proc-
lamation, Governor Rockefeller has sub-
mitted to the Resolutions Committee of
the Governors’ Conference a resolution
in which the Governors would pledge
themselves to seek to translate into fuller
reality the basic values upon which the
Emancipation Proclamation is based.

In letters to members of the Gover-
nors’ Conference, Governor Rockefeller
stated:

I feel the adoption by the Governors’ Con-
ference of this resolution * * * will be both
timely and constructive,

Governor Rockefeller called attention
to the fact that New York State owns the
original draft of the Emancipation Proc-
lamation in Abraham Lincoln's hand-
writing.

In view of the number of requests for ex-
hibition of this historic document in this
centennial year, I am having a facsimile of
the original proclamation prepared, and it
would be my very great pleasure to send you
a copy if you would like to have it—

Governor Rockefeller stated.

June 19

The Governors’ Conference will meet
at Hershey, Pa., July 1 to 4.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the ReEcorp Governor Rocke-
feller’s letter to members of the Gov-
ernors’ Conference and the draft resolu-
tion.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

JUNE 8, 1962.

DEAR GOVERNOR : In this year mark-
ing the 100th anniversary of the Emancipa-
tion Proclamation, the original draft of
which in Abraham Lincoln's handwriting is
a proud possession of the State of New York,
I deem it especially appropriate to submit to
the Resolutions Committee of the Governors’
Conference a resolution rededicating our-
selves to the fundamental American prinei-
ples on which the Proclamation is based.

In view of the number of requests for ex-
hibition of this historic document in this
centennial year, I am having a facsimile of
the original Proclamation prepared, and it
would be my very great pleasure to send you
a copy if you would like to have it.

I feel the adoption by the Governors’' Con-
ference of this resolution, a copy of which
is enclosed, will be both timely and con-
structive.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,

NeLson A. ROCKEFELLER.

THE 1962 GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE—
RESOLUTION: CIvIL RIGHTS

Whereas this Nation, under God, was
founded on and draws its sustenance from
the concept of the worth of the individual
and the brotherhood of man; and

Whereas this year of 1962 marks the 100th
anniversary of the promulgation by Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln of the Emancipation
Proclamation; and

Whereas at a time when the strength and
endurance of fundamental human values are
belng tested throughout the free world, it
is appropriate and desirable to rededicate
ourselves to the dignity and rights of the
individual; and

Whereas human rights and individual dig-
nity require both adequate protection
through law and continuous action at every
level of our soclety, public and private, to
make these fundamental rights a living
reality for our people; and

Whereas the enjoyment by the States of
their full rights as sovereign entities requires
the States to assume and discharge with
vigor their full responsibilities not alone for
the health and welfare of their people but
also for the realization of their peoples’ aspi-
rations for freedom, dignity, and equal rights
and opportunities as individual human be-
ings; and

Whereas the impact of the actions of the
States in this crucial area of human values
has immediate significance far beyond the
borders of our States in the eyes of the
world; and

Whereas any discrimination based on race,
creed or color, in housing, in education, in
transportation, in employment, in public
places of assembly or in personal services is
alien to these fundamental values: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved on the 100th anniversary of the
Emancipation Proclamation, That we Gov-
ernors in conference here assembled pledge
ourselves, affirmatively and positively, to
seek to translate these cherished American
values into fuller reality within our respec-
tive States, by executive action, where pos-
sible, through laws adopted by the State
legislatures, where necessary, and by fully
utilizing in the arena of public opinion the
leadership responsibility inherent in the of-
fice of Governor.
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EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce:

Herbert W. Klotz, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ENGLE (for himself and Mr.
KUCHEL) :

S.3437. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to convey certain land and ease-
ment interests at Hunter-Liggett Military
Reservation for construction of the San An-
tonio Dam and Reservoir project in ex-
change for other property; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. BARTLETT (for himself and
Mr. GRUENING) &

S.3438. A bill to amend section 303(c) of
the Career Compensation Act of 1940, as
amended, to authorize in the case of mem-
bers of the uniformed services transportation
of house trailers and mobile dwellings
within Alaska and between Alaska and the
48 contiguous States; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. BARTLETT when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BEALL:

5.3439. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration, to
convey by quitclaim deed a parcel of land to
the Lexington Park Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment, Inc.; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. JAVITS:

8. 3440. A bill for the relief of Louis Sirota;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HAYDEN (for himself and Mr.
CasEg of South Dakota) :

S. 3441, A bill to provide for the acquisl-
tion of certain property in Sguare 758 in the
District of Columbia, as an addition to the
grounds of the U.S. Supreme Court Bulld-
ing: to the Committee on Public Works,

(See the remarks of Mr. HaAypEN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF CAREER COMPEN-
SATION ACT OF 1949, RELATING
TO TRANSPORTATION OF HOUSE
TRAILERS AND MOBILE DWELL-
INGS FOR CERTAIN MEMBERS OF
UNIFORMED SERVICES

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, on
behalf of the junior Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING] and myself, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill “to
amend section 303(c) of the Career Com-
pensation Act of 1949, as amended, to
authorize in the case of members of the
uniformed services transportation of
house trailers and mobile dwellings
within Alaska and between Alaska and
the 48 contiguous States.” I ask that
at the conclusion of my remarks the
text of the bill be printed in the Recorb.

This bill is introduced to place Alaska
in a particular instance on a par with
the contiguous 48 States. A member of
the armed services may, upon retire-
ment from active duty, select a home
and receive certain travel allowances for
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himself and dependents to the selected
home if he “first, is retired for physical
disability or placed on the temporary
disability retired list; or, second, is re-
tired with pay for any other reason, or,
immediately following at least 8 years of
continuous active duty—no single break
therein of more than 90 days—is dis-
charged with severance pay or involun-
tarily released to inactive duty with re-
adjustment pay.”

The law also states that transporta-
tion of baggage and household effects
may be provided. Similar allowances for
military servicemen are provided upon
change of station. These various provi-
sions apply to Alaska as well as to the
other States. However, in lieu of trans-
portation of baggage and household ef-
fects, a serviceman may elect to have a
housetrailer or mobile dwelling trans-
ported to the State of his choosing or his
new station or be given a mileage allow-
ance for moving such a vehicle.

The applicable provision of law states
this “in lieu” selection may be allowed
only for transporting the trailer “with-
in the continental United States.”

The Career Compensation Act was en-
acted before Alaska became a State. At
the time of its enactment, the term “con-
tinental United States” was considered
to exclude Alaska unless specific inclu-
sion was provided. The Alaska Omnibus
Act—Public Law 86-70, approved June
25, 1959—stated that any laws enacted
thereafter would include Alaska when the
term “continental United States” was
used.

The exclusion of Alaska from the trail-
er provision means that any serviceman
who wants to take a trailer to Alaska for
housing purposes receives an allowance
to the Canadian border but receives not a
cent in allowance for the mileage
through Canada and within Alaska. This
exclusion also means that a trailer can-
not be shipped by the Government to
Alaska as it can be between the other
States. Therefore, on one hand the
serviceman headed for Alaska receives
the same travel, baggage, and household
effects allowances as a serviceman going
to another State to make his home or up-
on change of station but on the trailer
provisions alone he is excluded. He must
pay from his own pocket the moving
costs for a major part of the transporta-
tion.

It has been pointed out that in many
cases the cost to the Government of
transportation of trailers or a mileage al-
lowance for such purpose is considerably
less than the cost of shipping a man’s
baggage and household effects. This bill,
then, could save money.

It is of interest to point out that the
Congress is enacting Public Law 85-326,
approved February 12, 1958, providing
allowances for transportation of house-
trailers to civilian employees of the
United States who are transferred from
one official station to another, amended
the bill to include Alaska upon the rec-
ommendation of the Bureau of the
Budget and the Interior Department in
the same fashion as we seek here. This
bill, then, has precedence.

Finally, Mr. President, in some areas
now being settled in Alaska there is an
acute housing shortage. Providing a
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means by which these men can take their
mobile homes with them would go a long
way in alleviating their personal housing
problems and removing a major hurdle
to settlement by them in Alaska.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 3438) to amend section
303(c) of the Career Compensation Act
of 1949, as amended, to authorize in the
case of members of the uniformed serv-
ices transportation of house trailers and
mobile dwellings within Alaska and be-
tween Alaska and the 48 contiguous
States, introduced by Mr. BarTLETT (for
himself and Mr. GRUENING), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Armed Services, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
303(c) of the Career Compensation Act of
1940, as amended (37 U.S.C. 253(c)), is
amended by inserting immediately after the
twelfth sentence of such section a new
sentence as follows: “As used in the preced-
ing sentence the term ‘within the continen-
tal United States’ means within the conti-
nental United States, within Alaska, or
between the continental United States and
Alaska.”

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN PROPER-
TY IN SQUARE 758, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA, AS AN ADDITION TO
THE SUPREME COURT GROUNDS

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casel
has joined with me in the introduction of
a bill to acquire lots 2, 3, 800, 801, and
802 in square 758 in the District of
Columbia located at the Northwest cor-
ner of Third and A Streets NE.,
east of the Supreme Court. This prop-
erty consists of approximately 15,000
square feet of ground, of which approx-
imately 11,300 square feet are now used
as a parking lot by the U.S. Supreme
Court under a month to month rental
agreement. The remainder of the
property is occupied by three frame
houses.

The Marlow Coal Co., who owns this
property, advises that they have con-
sulted an architect and been advised that
they can erect a luxury apartment on
this site at a cost of $750,000, excluding
the value of the land.

It would seem prudent for the Govern-
ment to acquire this property while it
is, for the most part, unimproved land
and buy it at a comparatively low price,
rather than wait and take it at some time
in the future when it may be necessary
to condemn it as improved land of a
value of nearly a million dollars.

I am advised by the Marlow Coal Co.
that they are willing to sell this property
to the Government at this time if a price
satisfactory to all parties can be agreed
upon. They have indicated a selling
price in the order of $200,000 as their
present thinking.

The Chief Justice of the United States
is anxious that the Government pur-
chase this land and that it continue to be
used for the parking of automobiles of
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employees of the Court. After a careful
canvass of the situation, the Chief Jus-
tice states that it was found that this is
the only lot sufficiently close to the Su-
preme Court Building to afford parking
space for the Court’s personnel, and fur-
ther stated that women constitute a
large percentage of such personnel and
during the winter work until after it is
dark, and that it would be dangerous for
them to have to park their cars a great
distance away from the Court. The
Chief Justice further advises that, if de-
prived of this lot, he knows of no other
way that the Court’s needs can be met.
Upon enactment of legislation authoriz-
ing acquisition of these properties and
before coming to the Appropriations
Committees for funds for their acquisi-
tion, the Architect of the Capitol would
have these properties appraised by com-
petent appraisers, who would be paid for
such services from the appropriation
“Contingent expenses” under his charge,
which appropriation would be available
for such purpose after enactment of this
legislation. Any estimate of appropria-
tion submitted to the Appropriations
Committees for the acquisition of the
properties would be submitted on the
basis of such appraisals.

The legislation provides that upon ac-
quisition of the properties, they shall be-
come a part of the grounds of the
U.S. Supreme Court Building and shall
be subject to the act of May 7, 1934,
which would place their maintenance
under the Architect of the Capitol; also
to the act of August 18, 1949, which
would place the grounds under the pro-
tection of the Supreme Court Police
force.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3441) to provide for the
acquisition of certain property in square
758 in the District of Columbia, as an
addition to the grounds of the U.S. Su-
preme Court Building, introduced by Mr.
Haypen (for himself and Mr. Case of
South Dakota), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

ADDITIONAL CONFEREE ON DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL, H.R. 10802

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that another Senator
be added to the list of conferees on the
bill, H.R. 10802, the Department of the
Interior and related agencies appropria-
tion bill, 1963, and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and
appoints the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
DworsHAK] as an additional conferee on
the part of the Senate.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
NUE CODE OF 1954, RELATING TO
ELIMINATION OF TAX DEFERRAL
IN DEVELOPED AREAS—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should
like to read into the Recorp a letter ad-
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dressed to the chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee, the distinguished
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrp]. The letter is dated May 29, 1962:

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, May 29, 1962.
Hon. Harry F. BYrp,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with
your request we submit drafts of statutory
language. These drafts amend sections of
H.R. 10650 as follows:

1. The draft of an amended section 13
(controlled foreign corporations) embodies
an approach to impose tax on tax-haven in-
come. The Treasury recommends in ac-
cordance with the President's message of
April 20, 1961, and my statement of April
2, 18962, before your committee that de-
ferral of taxation of income of controlled
foreign corporations be eliminated. How-
ever, we are submitting the enclosed draft
of an amended section 13 as an aid to the
committee if it prefers the more limited tax-
haven approach. The draft embodies those
technical improvements in the application
and mechanics of the House bill which I rec-
ommended in my statement before you on
May 10, 1962, which were in response to sug-
gestions of witnesses during your hearings.

2. The draft of section 15 (foreign invest-
ment companies) makes minor technical
amendments in the House bill which the
representatives of foreign investment com-
panies suggested to you during the hearings.

3. The drafts of section 16 (galn from cer-
tain sales or exchanges of stock in certain
foreign corporations) and section 20 (infor-
mation with respect to certain foreign enti-
ties) make the changes which I recommend-
ed to you on the first day of the hearings and
certain other improvements in response to
the suggestions of witnesses who appeared
before you.

Sincerely yours,
DoucrLas DILLON.

This letter, along with the proposed re-
write of section 13 of House bill 10650,
was distributed in committee-print form.
The Secretary of the Treasury also pre-
sented to the committee a proposed draft
of section 13, to eliminate deferral of
taxes on income earned in developed
areas. This draft proposal was not in-
cluded in the committee print. This was
the original recommendation of the
President and the original recommenda-
tion of the Secretary of the Treasury,
to which he testified at length, and on
which much other testimony was heard.
The position of the Treasury in this re-
gard has been set forth in detail.

Since it has been drafted and since I
propose to offer it in committee as an
amendment to H.R. 10650, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed as a
proposed amendment to H.R. 10650.

Mr. President, I should like to add that
this draft by the Treasury rather closely
follows the draft of a bill which the leg-
islative drafting service prepared for me,
to accomplish similar goals, and which
I introduced last year.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 3261,
RELATING TO CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Constitu-
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tional Rights, I wish to announce that
hearings will be held on June 26, 27, and
28, 1962, on S. 3261, a bill to protect the
constitutional rights of certain individ-
uals who are mentally ill.

The hearings will begin at 10 am. in
room 2228 of the New Senate Office
Building. Any person who wishes to ap-
pear and testify on this bill is requested
to notify the subcommittee by letter.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 19, 1962, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

5.1742. An act to authorize Federal as-
sistance to Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in ma-
jor disasters; and

S5.2803. An act to declare that certain land
of the United States is held by the United
States in trust for the prairie of Potawatomi
Indians in Kansas.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. WILEY:

Excerpts of address delivered by him over
Wisconsin radio stations, relating to the 26th
annual Dairy Month.

Excerpts of address delivered by him on
Wisconsin radio stations, relating to U.S. na-
tional goals.

RESOLUTION OF LITHUANIAN
AMERICAN COUNCIL

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, today I
received a letter from Peter Petrusaitis,
Secretary of the Lithuanian American
Council, at Racine, Wis. I wish to read
the letter to the Senate. It reads:

LITHUANIAN AMERICAN CounciL, INC.,
Racine, Wis., June 17, 1962.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SeNaTOR: Enclosed you will find
a copy of a resolution unanimously adopted
at the mass meeting of the American citizens
of the Baltic descent of this community
gathered to protest the forceful occupation
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania by Soviet
Russia on June 15, 1940. Also this mass
meeting condemned Soviet Russia for its
terror, mass deportation and colonial poli-
cles against the Baltic people.

The mentioned meeting was held today
under auspices of our organization at the
Saint Casimir's Parish Hall, 815 Perk Averue,
Racine, Wis,

Very truly yours,
PETRUSAITIS,
Secretary.

I ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be printed in the Recorp, follow-
ing my remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION
Whereas Soviet Russia having broken the
solemnly signed agreements of nonaggression
and on June 15, 1840, having foreibly occu-
pied Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania; and
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Whereas since then the people of these
nations have become and are victims of
Communist menace and Russian colonial-
ism; and

Whereas the biggest colonial power of
present times; known to the outside world
as Union of the Soviet Soclalist Republics,
is unceasingly seeking under all ways and
means, including threats of nuclear war to
overthrow the free nations one after another;
and

Whereas the American people are strongly
and traditionally opposed to any form of
government which comes to power not by
the free choice of people; and

Whereas we are forced into mortal struggle
by Communists for survival of our Nation and
the rest of the free world: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this mass meeting whole-
heartedly endorses and vigorously supportis
Senate Concurrent Resolutions 12, 63, 64, and
House Concurrent Resolutions 153, 163, 185,
439, 444, 456, and urges the appropriabe Com-
mittees of Senate and House of Representa-
tives to send them to the respective floors for
further consideration; and be it further

Resolved, That the Communist challenge
must be met by the united free world with
great attention and with carefully planned
preparedness and with every single nation
paying her full share for this common goal;
and be it further

Resolved, That our major foreign policy
shows aspects of paying sometimes too much
attention to the neutrals, of being too harsh
to our friends and of being too soft to our
foes. The writers of this resolution are in
fear that practice of such a policy in the long
run may bring negative results which may
deeply hurt our prestige abroad and safety at
home; and be it finally

Resolved, That this mass meeting express
its gratitude and admiration to the President
of the United States, to the Senate and to
the House of Representatives for strenuous
efforts to better standards of living, for
enormous tasks to achieve stable peace and
soclal justice and, especially, for non-
recognition of the incorporation of Estonia,
Latvia and Lithuania into SBoviet Russia.

STANLEY P. BUDRYS,
President, Racine Chapter of L.A.
Council.
VALENTIN JAUNKELNIETIS,
Representative, Racine’s American
Latvians.
Mrs. OLca MALEE,
Representative, Racine’s American
Estonians.
RACINE, Wis., June 17, 1962.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR WILEY BE-
FORE BARBERS AND BEAUTICIANS
CONVENTION

Mr. WILEY, Mr, President, recently
it was my privilege to speak to the con-
vention of the barbers and beauticians
at Green Bay, Wis. The meeting was
presided over by Edward W. Jablonski,
president, of Stevens Point, Wis.
I ask unanimous consent that excerpts
from my remarks on that occasion be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EXCERPTS OF ADDRESS DELIVERED BY SENATOR
ALEXANDER WILEY oF WISCONSIN, BEFORE THE
BARBERES AND BEAUTICIANS CONVENTION AT
GREEN Bay, Wis., JUNE 16, 1962
I am happy to join you here at the con-

vention.

Mrs. Wiley and I, both, are sorry that our
visit will be too brief.

Mevertheless, I shall look forward to learn-
ing soon of the constructive work of your
convention,
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Over the years, I have enjoyed working
with you, and your representatives, on prob-
lems of mutual and public interest.

In a fast-progressing Nation, with increas-
ingly good economic standards; your pro-
fession, once a luxury, now has become, if not
a day-to-day, at least a week-to-week part of
many of our citizens’ lives.

Your increasingly popular and significant
contributions to our national life include:

Economically as small and not-so-small,
service-giving, job-creating businesses, you
contribute significantly to our economic
progress: annually, the amount spent in
beauty shops is estimated nationally at over
$2.3 billion; and expenditures for tollet arti-
cles and preparations, almost to $3 billion;

As providers of unique personal services,
also, you contribute to higher morale and
happy frames of mind—especially among the
feminine set, without which, this would, in-
deed, be a dreary world;

You, together with allied professions, also
contribute to 1lifting the social-cultural
standards of U.S. soclety, magnetically shift-
ing the center of gravity in this field, once
in Europe, to America; and

Perhaps less tangibly, but, nevertheless,
significantly, barber and beauty shops, too,
have become friendly communications cen-
ters, both for fact and rumor for the com-
munity.

In the past, I have considered it a priv-
ilege to be of service, not only in relation to
legislative proposals pending before the Con-
gress, but also attempting to obtain the
right kind of regulations by the Food and
Drug Administration, the Federal Trade
Commission, and other agencies administer-
ing laws relating to your profession. As this
best serves our mutual and public interests,
I shall look forward to working with you
further in the future.

WORLD PICTURE

As a U.S. Senator, and as a citizen, I, like
yourselves, naturally find it necessary to
concentrate upon, and make speclal efforts
to resolve, the problems which seem of major
importance in my realm of interests.

However, we must not lose ourselves in
speclal-interest, perspectively limited worlds.

Around the globe, as well as elsewhere in
the life of our country, instead, there are
great, broad scope challenges of significance,
not only to our individual interests, but to
our national progress and peace, and per-
haps, our survival.

What are these larger scope challenges?
In reviewing the world picture, high priority,
in my judgment, needs to be accorded the
following:

1. Preventing a Third World War, or, more
positively, exerting every justified effort to-
ward promoting peace and progress in the
world.

2. Dedicating ourselves to keeping Amer-
ica free, and this means from the Com-
munist threat internally as well as exter-
nally.

8. Maintaining a strong, healthy, free
economy: to support the skyrocketing costs
of defense; to meet the ever-growing needs
of a fast expanding national population; to
provide the wherewithal to fulfill the defense
economic needs of the country.

Yes, the three big issues are: Can we main-
tain the peace? Can we deter the Commu-
nists from taking over America? Can we
maintain a strong, healthy, free economy?

Let us remember that this world of ours
has changed a lot since you first sent me to
Washington 23 years ago. It was a big
world then. Now it is so small that, as some-
one has said, you can “spit around it.” John
Glenn circled the globe 3 times in a matter
of 3 hours. Now the Russians have the
intercontinental missile.

If war should come it would mean that the
remnant of the race would probably go
back to the caveman'’s age.
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The issue isn’t simply one for your legis-
lators. It is for you and every American to
see that we don't get into the same position
that we were in before Pearl Harbor—asleep.

CONCLUSION

As members of a forward-moving profes-
sion, you, as all citizens, can best serve:

1. By maintaining high standards for, and
making a success of, your profession; and

2. By broader perspective and understand-
ing of larger-scope challenges, you can best
contribute to our national progress and
security.

Now, until Mrs. Wiley, or myself, either
need your service, or we have a chance to
shake your hand and enjoy a friendly con-
versation, we say: Thanks, again, for the
opportunity to attend your conventlon

SENATORS McCLELLAN AND MUNDT
TO HEAD ESTES INQUIRY

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate Permanent Investigations Subcom-
mittee, of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, will begin its inquiry
next week, on June 27, into the Billie
Sol Estes scandals in the grain storage
and warehousing and cotton acreage
allotment fields. The Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCreLLanN], chairman
of the committee, and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, Munptl, the ranking
Republican member, will have major
roles in these public hearings. These
distinguished colleagues are experienced
in the field of investigations, and their
combined leadership and direction of the
inquiry will assure its thoroughness and
competence.

Mr. President, John Mashek, of the
Washington bureau of the Dallas (Tex.)
Morning News, has recently written a
comprehensive account of the circum-
stances, and also of the background of
these committee leaders. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle, entitled “New Face, New Probe,”
be printed in the REecorp, following my
remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

NeEw Face, NEwW PrOBE—MCCLELLAN, MUNDT
To HeAp ESTES INQUIRY
{By John Mashek)

WasHINGTON.—Two country boy Senators,
of opposite political parties but of similar
political persuasion, will be in the driver's
seat soon when the Senate investigating sub-
committee rides headlong into the Billie Sol
Estes scandal.

The Senators, JoHN L, McCLELLAN of Ar-
kansas and KarL E. MunpT of South Dakota,
will have major roles in the public hearings
expected to begin late next month. Demo-
crat McCrLELLAN is chairman of the subecom-
mittee, MunNDT the ranking Republican mem-
ber.

The McCLELLAN-MunNDT duet has been
through the mill of publicized hearings sev-
eral times. The 1957-58 investigation of
labor union racketeering and union-manage-
ment collusion is an example. The probe
last year of eXcessive construction costs at
Cape Canaveral and other missile bases is
another.

The Estes case is a new chapter for the
subcommittee, notably because of its more
obvious political overtones. With Estes play-
ing in the Democratic ball park during his
rise In west Texas, every element in the case
has a political bearing.
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But the Republicans, especially MuNDT, are
careful about ruffiing McCLELLAN on down-
playing any political ramifications in the
hearings. Public statements indicate the
GOP has pledged confidence in McCLELLAN,
a southern Democrat with deep conservative
convictions but equally strong convictions
about his party.

McCLELLAN, affirms one of his top investi-
gators, has always “played it straight” in
any investigation—meaning he lets the shots
call themselves and refrains from playing
politics.

Still, the crusty Arkansan is In a sticky
position. As Democratic chairman, he will
guide hearings that are bound to cause more
embarrassment to his party than they will
to the Republicans. The resignations or fir-
ings to date of four officials in the Kennedy
administration over Estes connections is am-
ple evidence of that.

MunNpT is in a tight spot, too. Democrats
will be watching him closely and will be
quick to pounce on him if he trles to turn
the hearings into an altogether political
forum for the GOP.

McCLELLAN Wwas obviously a little ruffled
when a few eastern newspapers began clam-
oring for investigations and insinuated that
he was moving a little slow a few weeks ago.

“We're not going to rush In and smear a
lot of names,” he sald in an interview before
hearings were called. “I don't know if
there’s a scanaal here or not. Some people
seem to want one.”

Muwnpt kept quiet during the early inves-
tigation by the subcommittee. He has since
thrown some political barbs, but has been
steadfast in praise of McCLELLAN.

Conservatives McCLELLAN and MUNDT are
opposites personally.

McCLELLAN, 68, 158 gruff and reserved, but
has a wry sense of humor. He has a low
boiling point and can be relentless on the
attack in his subcommittee hearings. His
bristling exchanges with Jimmy Hoffa have
left spectators breathless.

MunpT, 62, 18 a cheerful politician and
more of an extrovert than his investigating
partner. He low-keys his questions, rarely
loses his temper during hearings. But he
can be cunning and shrewd just the same.

McCLELLAN is a former county prosecutor
in Arkansas which probably explains his
forceful interrogations when witnesses be-
come balky., He believes a Senate panel de-
serves respect and his anger becomes most
apparent when a witness attempts to poke
fun at the proceedings.

MuxnpT, born on a South Dakota farm, is
a former schoolteacher and school super-
intendent. Counting his time on the House
Un-American Activities Committee, he has
served 23 years on congressional investigat-
ing committees. The GOP counts him as
the No. 1 investigator on Capitol Hill in
length of service.

McCreLran and Muwor have both served
in the House and Senate. McCLELLAN served
two terms in the House, from 1938 to 1942,
and is now in his 4th term in the Senate.
Munpr was in the House for 10 years, from
1938 to 1948, and is now serving his third
6-year term in the Senate.

McCrELLAN makes few Senate speeches, but
those he does make are to the point and
forceful. One of the most dramatic speeches
in the Senate In recent years was McCLEL-
ran's bitter attack on the administration
when it moved to discharge the urban affairs
Cabinet post proposal from his Government
Operations Committee.

McCrenraw charged that the legislative
processes were belng destroyed and a com-
mittee that was working diligently had been
gutted,

The vote to discharge McCLELLAN'S com-
mittee and bring the proposal to the Senate
floor for a vote falled by a substantial
margin,
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Munpr also has made few Senate speeches,
He delivers them in a clipped, methodical
fashion. His favorite subjects in recent years
have been education and agriculture.

The South Dakota Republican first be-
came a national figure as a member of the
House Un-American panel in the late forties,
He and former Vice President Nixon were
authors of a bill to establish safeguards
against internal subversion in the United
States.

Many provisions of the bill were later in-
cluded in the Internal Security Act of 1850.

Muwnpr also took an active part in the
celebrated and controversial hearings of the
old McCarthy committee which plunged pell
mell into the Communist-in-Government
question.

The highlight of Muwpr's career came
when he served as chairman of the televised
Army-McCarthy hearings in 1953, proceed-
ings which probably stirred more public at-
tention and comment than any other con-
gressional hearing.

It was a highly emotional, tense atmos-
phere. Tempers were short. Action was
fast.

But through it all, MunpT and McCLELLAN
were probably the calmest people in the
room. As chairman, Munpr had to referee
the storm of words, charges, and counter-
charges.

McCreLrLaN did his part by boring in with
purposeful questions, with no grandstand
play attached. It was during these hearings
that the Arkansas Senator first gained his
reputation of being the Senate's best inter-
rogator.

In an interview with the News, MUNDT
sald the Estes case could take on far greater
significance than has already been attached
to it. He did not elaborate.

He feels the problem goes beyond the
manipulations of Estes, extending to the
entire fleld of agriculture programs and
their management

The hearings, he said, should clear the
confusion regarding both matters.

McCLELLAN expresses himself in much the
same manner. He feels existing agriculture
laws should be studied thoroughly as they
apply to Estes’ affairs. He wants to deter-
mine if the law is written to invite mis-
management and what can be done to
tighten it up.

“This whole thing,” he said descriptively,
“goes beyond the taking of a pair of pants.”
(He was referring to gifts of clothes from
Estes to U.S. officlals.)

When the Estes hearings do open, com-
mittee counsel Donald O'Donnell, who has
had the gigantic task of tying all the loose
ends together, will be doing most of the
questioning.

But two political “pros” of the Benate,
Jorn McCrELuaN and Karn Munor, will be

at his side—directing, prompting, and
questioning.
McCrLELLAN keeps his hearings under firm

control, resisting any possibility of a circus
atmosphere. Nevertheless, quite a show is
shaping up.

THE CAPITALIST SYSTEM

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, in this
day and age the term “capitalism” seems
to have taken on an evil connotation in
many parts of the world, and sometimes
we Americans are not as quick to defend
it as we should be.

In the May-June 1962 issue of Screen
Actor appears an article entitled “But
What Are You For?” The article was
written by Edmund Hartmann, the
former national chairman of the
Writers’ Guild of America. This excel-
lent article is one of the best defenses
of the capitalist system I have ever seen;
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and I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Bur WHAT AR You For?

“I know what you are against, but what
are you for?"

That question is from “South Pacific,”
which opened 13 years ago. It was a good
question in 1949 and it's a good question
now.

What are we for?

In Hollywood we are plainly against com-
munism, fascism, cannibalism, racism, rape,
incest, juvenile delinquency, gangsterism,
corrupt politicians and tyranny. We're not
quite sure where we stand on monarchy. We
certainly make clear our anger at injustice
and cruelty. And if sometimes we go tilting
at windmills like Don Quixote, lance down,
full gallop—it's with the best intentions.

But if we are for anything In particular
beyond individual and corporate survival, it
has escaped me. Of course, we are for free-
dom in the abstract, even though my free-
dom may not be your freedom. We are for
democracy, with reservations. (It puzzles
us that the Communist states keep repeat-
ing they are for democracy.)

We know what the Communists are for.

They have something definite and positive
to sell. They have demonstrated brutal but
effective techniques for pushing primitive
agrarian societies into the industrial revo-
lution.

For 40-odd years we've been shouting that
Communists are thieves, llars, cheats, and
scoundrels, But a hungry, miserable world,
looking for some way out of despair, isn't
impressed. If a man in a burning building
sees a door, it isn't enough to yell at him
not to go that way. You'd better tell him
where he should go, because he's going some-
where. It comes to the same question. “I
know what you are agalnst, but what are
you for?"”

Personally, I am for capitalism.

The extent to which you flinched when
you read that simple statement 18 the extent
that the image of our capitalist economy has
been distorted.

What do you think of when you hear the
word “capitalist”? Vested interest, special
privilege, cartels, price fixers, goon squads,
monopolies, trusts?

Why not abundance? Consumer goods?
Food?

If we're not selling capitalism, if we don't
believe in our own economy, what do we
believe in? The antithesis of communism is
not freedom; it is not democracy; it is not
religion. It is simply capitalism.

And capitalism is the first economic sys-
tem in the world to produce the problem of
abundance. In the rest of the world, all
problems stem from some degree of scarcity.
China faces famine. Russia struggles to
maintain a heavy industry, and still channel
a trickle of consumer goods to the people.
Throughout South America, Asla, Africa,
even much of Western Europe, the problem
is scarcity.

Here under capitalism we have so much
wheat, we don’'t know how to store it. We
cap our petroleum wells and allow 8 or 10
days of use per month. Steel is somewhere
around 70 percent of capacity. We develop
soll banks to stop farmers from overproduc-
tion, Detrolt assembly lines are well below
capacity, Unions are now arguing the 30-
hour week as a way to balance overproduc-
tion. In brief, capitallsm, its organization
of engineering, industrial and labor genius
has given us such fabulous wealth that the
problem is what to do with it.

What would any other country in the
world gilve to have such a problem? At its
worst, capitalism has been more efficient and
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productive than any other system the world
has so far conceived. But up to now, we've
been numbed by the confidence of the Com-
munists, as if they really were the wave of the
future. As a matter of faet, barring mili-
tary moves and some space tricks, commu-
nism hasn’t done 80 well.

Marx expected communism to be intro-
duced to the world by highly developed in-
dustrial societies such as Germany. He was
wrong. Communism has taken hold only
in disorganized agrarian socleties.

In “Das Capital,” Marx listed many exam-
ples of labor exploitation by management.
He claimed the only way labor could free
itself of exploitation was by revolution. He
was wrong. One by one, the capitalist ex-
ploitations he outlined, such as child labor,
slave labor hours, sweat shop conditions, etc.
have been solved by labor and management
under ethical capitalism.

Marx pointed out flaws Iin the capitalist
system which should have destroyed us long
before this, but like the abllity of the bee
to fiy In defiance of all engineering princi-
ples, we move onward and upward to a bet-
ter and better life for all.

It doesn't take much courage to be a
capitalist in the United States. It's like
chalking a "“V” for victory during the last war
on a Beverly Hills mailbox. But it’s what
we are, it's the image we should present,
the idea we must communicate.

I would be the last to sugegest that we pro-
duce the Russian type of simple-minded
propaganda picture to sell capitalism.
Kansas farmer gets combine. Detroit worker
gets two cars and a color TV set. Texas
engineer bullds bridge for the cause. I don't
even want to revolutionize Hollywood or
organize it for a conceived propaganda drive.

As a fan, I hope to continue to see Rock
Hudson try to maneuver Doris Day into the
bedroom. I want to watch Frank and his
chums playing the Rover Boys on the loose.
I want to look at Liz being beautiful, and
Marlon making a girl wilt. I wouldn't
change movies or TV programs to compete
with the Communists.

I suggest one simple alteration. Pride to
replace shame. Pride In capitalism. It
doesn’t have to be overstated or even stated
at all. It could be felt, sensed, absorbed
intuitively if we picturemakers were con-
scious of it. We should continue to welcome
criticism of capitalistic flaws, scathing
where justified, but in perspective. Let the
world know that we are proudly, emphati-
cally, definitely aware of the glories of ethical
capitalism.

And if someone like the French planter in
“South Pacific” should ask, "I know what
you are against, but what are you for?”

‘We are for capitalism.

LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITIES

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, this year
marks the 100th anniversary of the sign-
ing by President Lincoln of the Morrill
Land-Grant Act. As a result of that
historic action, the United States now
boasts 68 land-grant colleges and uni-
versities, all of which are among the
finest institutions of higher learning in
our country, and many of which might
not be in existence but for the Morrill
Act.

Two of these great schools are located
in North Carolina: the North Carolina
State College, in Raleigh, and the North
Carolina Agricultural and Technical Col-
lege, in Greensboro. The amount of im-
portant research and the number of dis-
tinguished alumni contributed by these
two colleges have indeed enriched the
heritage of our State and Nation. I am
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genuinely proud of their stature in the
educational world, and am deeply grate-
ful for the Morrill Act, an example of
Federal aid to education which I whole-
heartedly endorse.

Dr. John T. Caldwell, chancellor of
North Carolina State College and presi-
dent of the Association of State Univer-
sities and Land-Grant Colleges, who also
is a great scholar and a brilliant edu-
cator, recently wrote a thought-provok-
ing article concerning the origin and
accomplishments of our land-grant col-
leges. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that Dr. Caldwell’s article, en-
titled “Powerful Thrust of Democracy,”
which appeared in the Christian Science
Monitor of February 1, 1962, be printed
at this point in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THeE Lanp-GraNT COLLEGES:
THRUST OF DEMOCRACY

(By John T. Caldwell)

The land-grant colleges and universities
of the United States were born out of a
high estimate of edueation as an instrument
of individual and social progress. They
were born with a broad concept of the many
different kinds of abilitles human beings
possess and the value of cultivating them
all to the utmost. They have been com-
mitted from their beginning in 1862 to the
wide dissemination and use of knowledge.
They were born from faith in the American
people and their great destiny.

How magnificent a concept. No wonder
newly developing nations of the world and
even old nations undergoing self-appraisal
now are scrutinizing higher education in the
United States for useful hints to themselves.

The centennial year of the land-grant in-
stitutions occurs at a moment when the
United States is taking a close look, even
an anxious look, at the magnitude and
urgency of its own educational task.

In 1862 a national population of 32 mil-
lion boasted 203 colleges and perhaps 25,000
college graduates, three-fourths of 1 percent,
such as they were. Today a rapidly in-
creasing population of 180 million is served
by more than 2,000 institutions of higher
education enrolling 3,891,000 students, and
counting millions of alumni, Omne-fifth of
the students are in land-grant colleges and
universities. These colleges which were
“born to grow"” are doing it, dramatically.

IMPACT MEASURED

Today—100 years after the act of Congress
creating them—there are 68 land-grant uni-
versities and colleges. Some are one with
the State university (as in Minnesota), some
are separate (as in Mississippi), some func-
tion as part of a private institution (as Cor-
nel). Although they comprise in number
fewer than one-twentieth of all colleges and
universities in the United States, their en-
rollment is one-fifth of the total. They
grant 22 percent of all the bachelor’s de-
grees conferred, 25 percent of the masters
degrees, and 38 percent of the doctorates,

In engineering, 40 percent of all degrees at
the bachelor’s level are granted by the land-
grant institutions, 42 percent of all masters
and 53 percent of the Ph. D.'s. In the vi-
tally important fields of mathematics and
the physical sciences 35 percent and 42 per-
cent respectively of the Ph. D.’s are earned
in land-grant colleges. As would be ex-
pected, the graduates in agriculture are pro-
duced heavily by these institutions: 80
percent of the bachelors, 97 percent of the
masters, and all of the doctorates. One-
fourth of the doctorates in the arts and lan-
guages, in business and commerce, and in
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professional education are conferred by the
land-grant institutions.

Twenty-one of the thirty-six living Amer-
ican Nobel Prize winners who studied in
this country earned land-grant degrees.

The enormously productive agriculture of
the United States rests directly upon the re-
search and educational effectiveness of the
land-grant system. Today one American
farmworker feeds 23 other people, a marvel
in the world and a prerequisite to other ad-
vancement. The Agricultural Experiment
Stations (dating from the 1887 Hatch Act)
and the Cooperative Extension Service in ag-
riculture and home economics (dating from
the Smith-Lever Act in 1914) are integral
parts of the land-grant enterprise. The
“county agent” is a man of distinction in
American higher education and in rural life.
He has also become a peacemaker in combin-
ing technical ability with skill in human
relations to helping other developing econo-
mies of our world.

BASIS PUT TO TEST

Even now, however, the land-grant out-
look and philosophy are being tested.

Will these institutions have the resources
to grow and to maintain quality at the same
time? This is a test of the public will and
priority of public purpose.

Do they have the ability to use effectively
the resources provided by the people and in
a manner which will satisfy an intelligent
taxpayer? This is mainly a test of manage-
ment competence.

Can they provide maximum opportunity
for the most brilliant minds while at the
same time and often on the same campus
provide for the student of lesser but solid
ability who has much to gain from higher
learning which will be returned in enlarged
service to his fellow men? That is a test of
educational skill,

Can these institutions meet the insistent
demands for applied research and yet have
time and money for the constant replenish-
ment of our fundamental knowledge of the
why and the wherefore of life and energy and
behavior? This is a test of both academic
character and public understanding.

Can the tremendous achievements of the
land-grant colleges in agriculture be dupli-
cated in facing up to the technological and
soclal problems of an urban population? Will
the effective skills typical of our extension
philosophy be applied to urban living? This
is a test of institutional adaptability and de-
termination to face up to new educational
needs and to obtain support for meeting
them.

The land-grant colleges face the test of
internationalism, meeting the manifold re-
quirements of the Government for forging
helpful relationships in depth with the peo-
ple of the world and their problems—now
ours. Not just can they but will they see
the needs beyond the immediacy of local
enterprise within the respective States and
apply their skills and resources to a world-
wide campus? This indeed Is a test of
public vision.

CONCEPT PLACED ON SCALES

All these tests are indeed being met—
even brilllantly—in places. Another test,
however, has not been resolved. It is a test
of the whole concept of public higher edu-
cation. It is a test more of the taxpaying
public than of the institutions themselves.
The United States is being tested on whether
it wants its land-grant and other public
institutions to continue to serve generously
and deliberately the educational needs of
all the people for the benefit of society. No
student loan program or a student scholar-
ship program yet proposed substitutes for
low=-cost public higher education.

Sometimes the public colleges are told to
raise their charges to students for tuition
to meet their budgetary requirements. The
issue is complex. But surely it would be &
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subversion of the history and purposes and
enormous achlevements of the public insti-
tutions to force them now to remold their
open character in imitation of the private
and church-related institutions, many of
whom desperately need to reduce their
charges to students. The avallability of
low-cost, public higher education in the
United States indeed is a measure of con-
tem democracy, of political responsi-
b!llity. and of commonsense.
powerful thrust of democracy in

American higher education so evident to-
day is part and parcel with the forces which
produced the land-grant movement.

Education in all ages and places hag re-
flected the controlling notions of what the
soclety itself ought to be or become. The
older, stratified societies, aristocratically con-
trolled, or colonially governed, built educa-
tional systems accordingly, systems which
were restricted in outlook both for the non-
privileged individual and for the soclety's
future.

OPPORTUNITY UNFOLDED

Education in this new land was sooner or
later destined to reflect its generous con-
cept of the place of the individual and its
constantly expanding ambitions for eco-
nomic and cultural growth, locally and na-
tionally. In retrospect, however, the reflec-
tlon seems to have been slow In coming.
For during the colonial period and the im-
mediately ensuing preoccupation with na-
tionmaking, the aristocratic and classical
character of education inherited from Eng-
land and the Continent and which had pre-
vailed for 200 years was dominant,

Then followed a combination of forces
operating to open up educational opportu-
nity. Jacksonian democracy, a general in-
tellectual awakening, the step-up of science,
industry, and invention, agricultural fer-
ment, and even concern over the dissipation
of Federal landholdings, combined to pro-
duce dissatisfaction with existing education
and pressures for improvement. One of the
outcome was the Morrill Act of 1862. Ve-
toed earlier by President Buchanan, Justin
Morrill's bill was signed into law by President
Lincoln July 2, 1862.

This Land-Grant College Act brought into
possibllity, on the pattern of Michigan's
new State Agricultural College (18565), a na-
tionwide pattern of colleges, at least one in
each State, “where the leading object shall
be, without excluding other sclentific and
classic studies, and including military tactics,
to teach such branches of learning as are
related to agriculture and the mechanic
arts in such manner as the legislatures of
the States may respectively prescribe, in or-
der to promote the liberal and practical edu-
cation of the industrial classes in the sev-
eral pursuits and professions of life.,”

The Government granted each State agree-
ing to the terms 30,000 acres of Federal land
for each Senator and Representative in Con=-
gress, which acreage was to be sold to pro-
vide a capital fund on the investment of
which the Btate would pay in perpetulty 6
percent annually to support the college.

DEMOCRATIC IN CHARACTER

Whether measured in student enrollment,
off-campus instruction and technical assist-
ance, or research of fundamental value to
human welfare, this group of institutions
has made the Morrill Act probably the most
significant single piece of social legislation in
U.S. history. Their characteristics are clear.

These colleges are democratic in charac-
ter. No one of them has ever assumed that
it should limit the opportunities of its cam-
pus to a narrowly conceived aristocracy of
position, iIntellect, or money. They have as-
sumed on the other hand that as the Nation
grew, as knowledge expanded, as the range
of competencies required by the soclety was
extended, it was their job to serve these ex-
panded needs of the people. This vlew per-
sists,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

These colleges reflect the spirit of Francis
Bacon, who had urged three centuries earlier,
but with little success, that knowledge should
be found and used to improve the lot of
mankind,

The land-grant colleges have never been
“ivory towers.” They have never been far
removed from the people they serve and the
needs which have nurtured their growth.

The land-grant colleges and universities
illustrate dramatically that the people, the
public, through their constituted organs of
government, hold the major responsibility
for the advancement of knowledge and the
education of citizens. These colleges are
public, tax-supported institutions. Though
their resources are supplemented in impor-
tant respects by private grants and support,
the basic responsibllity for thelr support and
the basic commitment of the colleges belong
to the people exercised through public chan-
nels,

EXAMPLES OF FEDERAL AID

These institutions are living examples that
Federal ald to education can serve the na-
tional interest with enormously valuable re-
sults and without sacrifice of local self-gov-
ernment or institutional integrity. Indeed
the United States today would be immeas-
urably poorer but for this imaginative Fed-
eral action one century ago and its continued
support in partnership with the States.

They have assumed also the task of devel-
oping high standards as a necessary corol-
lary to serving responsibly the special
needs of our time. Counseled admissions
and placement, honors programs, more de-
manding curriculums, strengthened facul-
ties, and deepened research commitments
characterize the contemporary public uni-
versity.

Finally, they have not neglected to defend
the great principles which universities have
always had to defend, such as freedom for
the mind. They know now, as intelligent
men have always known and as free men al-
ways must know, that the risks of freedom to
think and write and learn and speak are
fewer and less dangerous than the risks of
suppression.

The centennial year of the land-grant col-
leges and universities of the United States
finds them living more intimately than ever
with the busy world they helped to create.
Nuclear reactors, radio telescopes, mass spec-
trometers, experimental swine shelters,
greenhouses, nursery schools, art studies,
language laboratories, television stations,
theaters, computers, filmed documents—the
full range of human knowledge, curlosity,
and endeavor, mark the contemporary mis-
sion of this educational system.

CONTRIBUTION TO NATION

Without these colleges, which were orig-
inally founded especlally to teach “agricul-
ture and the mechanic arts,” American agri-
culture would have developed anyway to
some extent; Industry would have expanded;
the defense establishment would have
trained a fair number of officers for its re-
serve and active cadres. No doubt some
American pure scientists would have teamed
with other innovators and inventors to pro-
duce some applied results even useful to the
farmer. But let us make no bones about it.
The United States would not enjoy the cul-
ture nor have the productive capacity that
it does today—in farm, forest, skyscraper, or
factory—without the contributions of re-
search and the wide dissemination of knowl-
edge to which the resources of thc land-
grant educational system have been devoted.

The land-grant colleges and universities
exist to help unfold the glories of man's
possibilities and not to settle for less, to
make it possible for all mei to look out
upon a universe better wunderstood, more
kind, more just, more abundant than when
when these colleges entered the scene 100
years ago.
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To this end they are rededicated and beg
the sustaining company of all the Nation
in the journey ahead.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Finance
Committee be permitted to sit during the
session of the Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, I wish
to state to the majority leader that I
shall not object to this request, although
it places some of us, particularly this
Senator, at somewhat of a disadvantage,
because there are on the Finance Com-
mittee certain Senators whom I should
like very much to have in the Chamber,
to hear the debate, because I think there
are prospects that some members of the
committee would agree with me if they
were to hear the debate.

However, realizing the problems at this
time confronting the majority leader,
and also realizing that there are im-
portant matters which the Finance Com-
gnitg:ee must hear today, I shall not ob-
Jec

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, let me say
that the only reason I bring up this
question is that I understand that to-
morrow the Senate will convene at 10
o'clock am. and the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee has
announced hearings on sugar legislation.

In view of the June 30 date which is
closely approaching, I sincerely hope
the committee will be permitted to sit at
least in the morning, or the forenoon, of
both Wednesday and Thursday, to con-
sider the sugar legislation, in order that
we may get it to the Senate next week.
This legislation is most important.

I agree with the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana; I would object to stand-
ing authority for the committee to meet
during the sessions of the Senate for
the remainder of the session; but I hope
that day by day the committee will be
allowed to meet long enough to consider
the sugar legislation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
appreciate the statement made by the
Senator from Kansas. I assure him that
so far as the Senator from Louisiana and
other Senators are concerned, they have
a very sympathetic and understanding
attitude; and we hope that at least for
all day tomorrow these matters can be
gvtg{ked out satisfactorily at the proper

e.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Montana? The Chair hears none; and
it is s0 ordered.

HEARINGS ON NOISE ABATEMENT

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, in mid-
April, I introduced a measure to amend
the Federal Aviation Act which would
direct the Federal Aviation Agency to
undertake research to determine how to
establish methods for measuring and, if
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possible, cutting down objectionable air-
craft noise. Although there is now in
the Federal Aviation Agency some ac-
tivity along these lines, the pressing
problem of airport expansion to accom-
modate jets makes more rapid progress
vital.

Recently a number of developments in
the field show the great need for more
Federal activity and better public un-
derstanding of the problems that will
be coming up over the next 5 years. At
a hearing recently held at Idlewild Air-
port, the regional FAA Administrator
held out little hope of any immediate
solution. He frankly admitted that en-
gine development had not progressed to
the point where engine noise levels could
be rated and regulated.

Mr. President, one of the purposes of
my amendment is to speed up research
on the internal design of engines, so as
to cut down noise at the source as soon
as this is technically feasible. The po-
sition taken by the FAA Administrator
of the eastern region only reinforces
the need for more vigorous action.

Another area which has not been
thoroughly investigated, and certainly
has not been thoroughly publicized, is
the need for better and more compati-
ble uses of land directly in the noise
path of jets. In such heavily populated
areas as Long Island, the principal effort
must be on noise abatement, but in other
parts of the country, where the popula-
tion density is not as high, strict and
responsible zoning policies can do much
to draw the sting from jet operations.

Mr. President, I sincerely believe the
whole problem would benefit by a full
and adequate hearing. For that reason,
I have called on the Chairman of the
Aviation Subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Commerce to hold hear-
ings on my bill and any other related
proposals, in an effort to put the present
efforts in better perspective and to make
clear to all concerned, homeowners, real
estate developers, town officials, airport
operations, and airlines, what can be
done at this time. Such a discussion
will undoubtedly reveal the need for
stepped up Federal effort in noise abate-
ment as well as other areas to assist in
the nationwide shift to jet aireraft and
to ease the transition to the airage
ahead.

Mr. President, in view of the great in-
terest in this problem, I ask unanimous
consent to include in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks two articles outlin-
ing the recent meeting held in the New
York International Airport, and an ad-
dress by Mr. Harry F. Guggenheim be-
fore the foundation and executive com-
mittee of the Cornell-Guggenheim
Aviation Safety Center.

There being no objection, the articles
and address were ordered to be printed
in the Recorbp, as follows:

PROTESTS ON NOISE OF PLANES ScCORED—FAA
Almp Crres PossiBLE LoOsSs OF AVIATION TO
Crry—RELIEF HELD UNLIKELY

(By Edward Hudson)

The regional head of the Federal Aviation
Agency declared yesterday that continued
community pressures to halt aircraft noise

could drive aviation out of New York.
The official, Oscar Bakke, assistant admin-

istrator for the eastern region, said at a
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meeting of community, Government, and
aviation leaders at the New York Interna-
tional Airport that ecommunity pressures
would probably cause few additional techni-
cal improvements in noise abatement.

He explained, however, that the Federal
Government, which this year will contribute
about $17 million of $50 million for airport
improvements in this region, was “not in-
sensitive to complaints in an area such as
noise.”

Community pressures, he said, “will have
considerable effect on the formulation of
basic policies of the Federal, and probably
State governments, with respect to the loca=
tion of future airports which will be
developed.”

OFFICIALS AT MEETING

The meeting was called by the Aviation
Agency to describe progress on the noise
problem at Idlewild and other airports in
this area in the last year. About 75 per-
sons attended the session in the airport’s
Federal Building.

Among those present were State Attorney
General Louis J. Lefkowits, Nassau County
Executive Eugene H. Nickerson, Representa-
tive Seymour Halpern, Republican, of
Queens, and Representative P. Joseph Ad-
dabbo, Democrat, of Queens.

At times the meeting produced sharp
comments from the audience. C. H. Wil-
liams, an FAA research official, evoked a pro-
test when he said an aircraft engine could
not be developed that would provide a “quiet
environment” for communities directly off
the ends of runways.

Harold W. Felton, president of the North
Queens Homeowners Association, asked:
“What are you going to do with these com-
munities? Are we going to have to wait
another 25 years for relief.”

NO ANSWER TO QUESTION

Mr. Williams responded that he could not
answer the question. “We've got to sit
down and make a long range look-see, and
make a cholce,” he said.

Martin White, regional counsel for the
agency, sald in a response to a question by
Representative Appapso, that the FAA had
authority to prescribe air-traffic rules to
abate noise, but did not have authority-—
nor had it sought it—to regulate engine-
noise levels.

He said the state of engine development
had not progressed sufficiently to make such
a regulation feasible.

Mr. Bakke outlined measures under con-
sideration by the agency to alleviate the
noise problem around La Guardia and par-
ticularly Idlewild. Beyond those, he de-
clared, “I see very little long-range hope for
serious or significant abatement of aircraft
noise in the New York area.”

FAA Ears BURN OVER JETS' NOISE
(By Ellison Smith)

The Federal .viation Agency wa= accused
yesterday of being more sensitive about the
audiences at Jones Beach theater extrava-
ganzas than concerned about the peace of
mind and peace of quite of homeowners in
Nassau and Queens.

The FAA policy on noise from incoming
and outgoing jets at both Idlewild and La-
Guardia Airports was subjected to a series of
criticism from citizen groups and legisla-
tors at a 4-hour hearing at Idlewild con-
ducted by Oscar Bakke, assistant administra-
tor in the eastern region for the FAA.

The remark about Jones Beach came from
Samuel E. Siegel, counsel for the Aircraft
Noise Control Committee of Nassau County.

He said that the FAA had ylelded to the
soft persuasions of the then park com-
missioner, Robert Moses, in ordering planes
away frm Jones Beach while the night shows
were being performed.
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“This would indicate to me that watch-
ing a show is held in higher esteem than the
sleep and health of people who elect to stay
home,” Mr. Siegel said.

Mr. Bakke had no comment on the Jones
Beach criticism, but when the hearinpg was
over he conceded that there was little his
Agency could do about noise in general. He
sald the Agency was constantly striving to
effect changes in airplane design and the
introduction of softer sounding compressors
to make life more tolerable near major
airports.

“The Government is not unsympathetic to
noise complaints but we cannot compromise
with maintaining safety standards for air-
planes,” Mr. Bakke said.

He was joined in this stand by Edward
Bechtel, chairman of the Airline Pilots As-
sociation, who told the complainers:

“We won’t let you regulate us to the point
where we can't fly our airplanes ir safety.”

But aside from Mr. Bakke and Mr. Bechtel,
the sentiments sounded all afternoon echoed
the feeling that the world might be better
off if the Wright brothers had never left
the ground.

The FAA came in for some rather uncom-
plimentary phrases from Representative
SEYMOUR HALPERN, Republican, Queens, and
Attorney General Louls J. Lefkowitz, both
of whom accused the Federal agency of ig-
noring pleas to support antinoise legislation
both in Congress and the State legislature.

Harold W. Felton, president of the North
Queens Home Owners Assoclation, sald the
failure to suppress noise at Idlewild was in
effect expropriating homeowners' properties.

“We don't want to sell but if the public
need 1s greater than ours then you should
buy the properties and homes from us and
then be free to build larger airports,” Mr.
Felton said.

John Wiley, director of aviation for the
Port of New York Authority, testified that
the bi-State agency is doing its bit to sup-
press noise by undertaking construction of
a $9.7 million runway extending a half mile
into Jamaica Bay. He said the runway will
be completed by 1964.

Ending on a dubiously happy note, Mr.
Bakke told the complainers that after 5
years things won't get any worse.

“By that time we will have reached the
saturation point of plane traffic at both Idle-
wild and LaGuardia and after that the ad-
ditional planes will have to go elsewhere,”
Mr. Bakke sald. Where, he didn’'t say.
REMARKS BY HARRY F. GUGGENHEIM BEFORE

THE FOUNDATION AND EXEcuTIVE COMMIT-

TEES, THE CORNELL-GUGGENHEIM AVIATION

Sarery CENTER, WaAsHINGTON, D.C., May

16, 1962

The domestic airlines of the United States
are operating without a profit, and its in-
ternational airlines are nearly in the same
condition. A profitless industry is an un-
healthy industry. In spite of meticulous
regulations, there may be forces acting to
the detriment of safety operations in such
an unhealthy industry.

The human equation is the most impor-
tant part of safety in aircraft operation,
both in the alr and on the ground. Safety
is not entirely achieved by cut and dried
methods or formulas. Large areas for use
of judgment and discretion exist in aircraft
operation, In times of economic stress, it
is not unreasonable to assume that the exer-
cise of judgment and discretion may be In-
fluenced by the need to earn or conserve
funds.

In such times, when economic pressure is
great, the routine enforcement of specific
regulations can hardly preclude such subtle
and indeterminate variables as a tendency
to cut corners to achieve economy, to make
reductions in maintenance or operating per-
sonnel, to meet minimum requirements for
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safety without going beyond this, or to re-
duce or eliminate research and dewlopment
projects established to enhance safety or
efficlency, or both.

The shortage of funds in the past has
created lags in the development of projects
and installation of devices which would have
improved our airlines, and might well have
given us a far better safety record today. I
think it is probable that many airline proj-
ects are beilng neglected or delayed even
today because of the lack of funds.

Only the President and the Congress of the
United States can cure the 11l health of the
alr carrlers. The airlines are regulated by
acts of Congress. Routes are designated,
operations and fares are controlled by the
Civil Aeronautics Board, an independent
agency of the Government with authority
prescribed by the Congress.

There have been Innumerable committees
of fact-finding experts, boards of inquiries
and investigations. Some of these have been
of inestimable potential wvalue, but not
enough of these findings have been imple-
mented. More important, there has not
been an attempt to prescribe for the real
malady of the airlines. The treatment has
been directed to the symptoms such as in-
adequate regulations, traffic control, airport
development, weather reporting and com-
munication, aid to navigators, pilot efficlency,
and other factors. These symptoms must he
treated effectively and cured. Safety is de-
pendent upon the removal of these manifest
hazards. However, the malady that causes
these symptoms 1is wholly inadequate
financial resources for this industry whose
growth has been unparalleled.

In 1927, one lonely man, Lindbergh, made
a flight from New York to Parls. People
asked then: “In our lives will it be possible
for us to fly across the ocean?” Today, in a
scant 85 years, the miracle of reasonably
safe, voluminous and fantastically speedy air
transportation is a commonplace of modern
life.

This unpredictable and collosal growth
of alr tlon has created problems
that the alr transport companies have not
had the financial resources to meet. These
problems will be accentuated as we enter
the supersonic phase.

Air tlon is just beginning to
feel new forms of competition that will in-
crease in the future to the jeopardy of the
industry. The nature of this competition is
two-fold. First, land and sea transportation
are employing new means and devices for
greater speed, comfort and safety, and new
methods of transportation are being devel-
oped from pipelines to monorails. Second,
new sclentific developments in communica-
tions in the telephone and television flelds
are threatening to make the necessity and
desire for travel less urgent.

In an earlier epoch, when the free enter-
prise system was given a very loose rein by
Government, the transport industry
would have solved its financial problems in
the normal pattern of those days, Inefficient
management and wasteful duplication would
have been eliminated by ruthless competi-
tion, followed by combinations and mergers.
Wage and hour demands of labor would have
been resolved clumsily after strikes and
lockouts, accompanied by violence, All the
funds needed for the capital requirements
qt the expanding industry would have been

by an eager speculating public, con-
ﬂdant of huge profits from the future growth
of the industry. In this age we can do better
than that. We have found, and are con-
stantly seeking, new ways to make more
equitable our industrial system.

Today the free enterprise system is sub-

to drastic controls, especially in the
publlc service field of transportation. With
these controls the Government must assume
responsibilities. The Government of the
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United States controls the profits of the air
carriers through regulations. However, the
Government has never determined how
money for the present and future huge re-
quirements of the industry will be made
avallable.

‘The Congress makes very large annual ap-
propriations in support of various immediate
needs of the air transport system. But these
are palllatives that strike at the symptoms of
the i1l health of the alr carriers. They do
not strike at the malady—a profitless air
transport system.,

The President and the Congress are faced
with either permitting the carriers to make
a profit, or with the unpleasant necessity of
taking over and operating the air transport
system after a large part of it has become
bankrupt. We have had every manner of
investigation of our needs in air transport
but the basic financial one. That is how
much money is now needed and will be
needed in the near and distant future to
keep the United States foremost in avia-
tion, and to make the airlines safe for its
citizens. And at the same time the under-
lying reasons why the airlines are operating
without a profit should be found and dis-
closed. With these facts established, the
Congress must determine who is to pay for
our national objectives in air transport.
Adequate fares should be charged to the
public that uses the airlines, so that the
alr transport companies can give adequate
service and can make a reasonable profit.
The municipalities and States benefit from
air transportation and should contribute
their fair share for this service.

Only the Federal Government can deter-
mine to what extent the public, municipali-
ties, and States, and the Federal Government
through general or specific taxation, should
contribute to the cost of air transportation.

The President and the Congress should
no longer refuse to recognize this problem,
and they must assume the duty of solving
it. As the States’ political policy evolves
from “laissez faire"” to rigld control, it must
devise new means to encourage and stimu-
late private enterprise or it will wither and
perish.

THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITTEE ON
EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPOR-
TUNITY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is a
matter of record that in the civil rights
field, the President has placed the great
emphasis of his administration on ex-
ecutive department action, rather than
legislation. In view of that fact, it is a
matter of deep concern to me that one
of the results of Executive action—the
President’s Committee on Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity—is reportedly suffer-
ing from a conflict of philosophies and
a conflict of personalities. As a result
of this division, it has been charged that
the effectiveness of the Committee is im-~
paired in carrying out its mission to pre-
vent discrimination in employment op-
portunity among contractors with the
Federal Government.

I find especially disturbing the report
in the New York Times ascribing to a
member of the Committee, Robert B.
Troutman, Jr., of Atlanta, the view that
segregated plant restrooms and cafe-
terias are not worth the “fuss” of inte-
gration. Moreover, the New York Times
report states that there has been “rela-
tively little followup” on Mr. Trout-
man’s so-called plans for progress
voluntary program to sign up nondis-
criminatory companies, with only 6 of
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the 52 signatory companies having re-
ported on their Negro employment,
An outside observer is quoted as

T've talked to many industrial people, and
they say, “We're all ready to go but nobody's
come around to guide us. Troutman's staff

Jlimt is not equipped for that type of opera-
tion,

‘This story, as well as charges made in
April by Herbert Hill, Jr., labor secretary
of the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People, raise grave
questions about the workings of this
Committee.

It seems to me that the President
ought to speak out on these serious
charges. Are we to assume that this is
yet another effort on the part of the
President to appease the southern wing
of his party?

I urge the President to reaffirm the
policy he set forth in his Executive or-
der of March 1961, which established
the Committee. I urge him to elarify
the role of his alleged “good friend,”
Robert Troutman, Jr., in the work of
the Committee in contradistinction to
the work of its executive director, John
G. Feild.

The reports of division in the Com-
mittee on Equal Job Opportunity under-
scores the need for legislative action to
establish a statutory base for the Com-~
mittee. I introduced such a measure on
January 17, 1961, with a bipartisan
group of 13 other Senators. There is a
longstanding history for this proposal,
dating back to the two previous admin-
istrations, but the present administra-
tion, as has been its practice with other
urgently needed civil rights legislation,
has refused to back such a proposal.

I have today sent letters to the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare and the Senate Subcommittee on
Labor urging that hearings be conducted
on this bill. In this way, Congress will
be able to fully examine the work of the
Committee, the need for a statutory
base, and the desirability of continual
congressional oversight of the Commit-
tee's activities.

I ask unanimous consent to append
the news story from the New York Times
of June 18, 1962,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

U.S. PaneEL SpLrr Over Necro JoBs—JOHN-
soN CoMMITTEE TrIES To RECONCILE
VOLUNTARY AND COMPULSORY PROGRAMS

(By Peter Braestrup)

WasHINGTON,—The Kennedy administra-

tion’s year-old drive to open up industrial

jobs to Negroes has become entangled in
controversy.

The agency concerned is the President’s
Committee on Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity, headed by Vice President Jomnson.

The controversy has strong political over-
tones. It centers on reconciling the “com-
pulsory” program headed by John G. Feild,
the Committee's staff director, and a “volun-

tary” approach being pressed by Robert B.
Troutman, Jr., of Atlanta, a member of the

panel who is a close friend of President
Eennedy.

The outcome Is expected to be affected by a
report Mr. Troutman is to submit to Presi-
dent Eennedy this Friday and by the find-
ings of Theodore W. Eheel, a New York
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lawyer, who is completing a study of the
Committee’s operation for Mr. Johnson.

The Vice President’s aids and Secretary
of Labor Arthur J. Goldberg, Vice Chairman
of the Committee, have insisted that the con-
troversy is not serious. “I like a little
healthy diversity,” Mr, Goldberg said in an
interview. “There is bound to be disagree-
ment in a group as varied as this one.”

However, some civil rights groups, notably
the National Association for the Advance-
ment of Colored People, have expressed con-
cern. They fear that Mr. Troutman’s op-
eration, if uncontrolled, will weaken the
“hard line” originally laid down by the Pres-
ident.

Similar worries have been voiced privately
by some Committee members, notably John
C. Wheeler, president of a Negro bank in
Durham, N.C., and Walter P. Reuther, presi-
dent of the United Automobile Workers.

The hard line was set out in the Presi-
dent's Executive order of March 1961, which
created the Johnson panel and its 35-man
stafl, headed by Mr. Feild, former executive
director of Michigan’s Fair Employment
Practices Commission.

The panel was given the job of ending
racial diserimination by Federal agencies and
private concerns with Government contracts.
Such discrimination was prohibited by the
order.

Unlike its counterpart under Vice Presi-
dent Richard M. Nixon, the Johnson com-
mittee’s mandate had “teeth.” The sharpest
were a compliance reporting system for in-
dustry, active investigation of Negro com-
plaints, and sanctions against recalcitrant
employers, including contract cancellation.

SIXTY-FIVE PERCENT SETTLED

“We mean business,”” the Vice President
has repeatedly told both industry and civil
rights groups.

To date, under Mr. JoENSON’S supervision,
Mr. Feild’s office has received 870 compliants
of discrimination by Government contractors
and has settled 656 percent of them, with the
ald of other Federal agencies.

With considerable help from industry, the
Feild staff has also slowly created an equality
control system covering 300,000 manufactur-
ing concerns that do business with the Gov-
ernment. Fifteen million employees are
covered.

This data-processing system is designed to
show the job status of Negroes in each con-
cern, the progress made and comparisons
within specific industries and labor markets.
With this data, the Feild staff and contract
compliance officers in the Defense Depart-
ment and other buying agencies will be able
to identify laggard employers and unions
and concentrate their remedial efforts.

Some 200 cases of racial discrimination
have been corrected and breakthroughs have
been achieved in Negro employment in the
North and South without canceling any
contracts, Mr. Feild said recently. But he
asserted that “several instances of brink-
manship” had been necessary.

FINDS VALUE IN THREATS

“I have been impressed,” he told a civil
rights group last month, “with the educa-
tional value of the threat.”

All this smacks of bureaucracy and com-
pulsion to Mr. Troutman, who favors a vol-
untary approach that makes him the prime
focus of Negro suspicions.

Mr. Troutman has strong ties to Georgia's
congressional delegation, notably Senator
HeErRMAN E. TALMADGE.

He is easily the most energetic member of
the President's Committee. He rises daily
at 4:30 am. to get 2 days out of one and
catnaps during the day.

Shunning the ordinary committee mem-
ber’s advisory role, Mr. Troutman bhegan
pressing the much-published plans for
progress program last May. Starting with
the Lockheed Alrcraft Corp., 52 major de-
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fense contractors have signed White House
agreements to open up more jobs to quali-
fled Negroes. By the year's end, Mr. Trout-
man hopes to have 100 such concerns signed
up.

DECRIES INTEGRATION “FUSS"

“Compulsion is not the thing,” he argues,
“I'm a lawyer. I can show you how to get
around the Executive order. It's got to be
voluntary.”

He contends that segregated plant rest-
rooms and cafeterias are not worth the
“fuss” of Integration, as required by the
Feild program. “I'm interested in jobs. I'm
interested in improving the attitudes of big
business,” he says.

Late last month, Mr. Troutman sent a re-
port on plans for progress to the Vice Presi-
ident, the White House, and Secretary Gold-
berg. He did not send it to Mr, Feild. He
noted figures showing that in 6 months the
first half-dozen concerns to sign the plans,
irncluding Lockheed, found 2,000 new jobs for
Negroes.

“How many jobs have the ‘do-gooders’ and
‘talk-gooders’ produced Iin 50 years?” he
ask

ed.

Along with his report Mr. Troutman sub-
mitted a controversial proposal. He sug-
gested that plans for be turned
over this fall to a councll, largely composed
of businessmen, that would seek new re-
cruits for a voluntary program. Mr. Trout-
man would be the new group’s executive
secretary.

MAY DISCUSS PROPOSAL

Mr. Troutman would get the council mov-
ing with a Washington dinner for executives
of 100 leading concerns of all types this fall.
The businessmen would be addressed by the
President, the Vice President, and Secretary
Goldberg.

The Troutman proposals will reportedly
be considered by the full committee at its
next meeting, possibly later this month.

Mr., Troutman's proposals may please
Southern Democrats but they are unlikely
to please another major Democratic bloc, the
Negro voters.

Whitney M. Young, Jr., the new executive
director of the National Urban League, com-
mented last month, with respect to existing
plans for progress:

“We've tried the voluntary approach for
years, and nothing's happened.”

Herbert Hill, Jr., labor secretary of the
NAACP, charged in April that the White
House agreements “resulted in more public-
ity than progress.” He asserted that Mr.
Troutman'’s efforts had deliberately diverted
attention and resources from “the systematic
across-the-board effort” needed to insure
compliance with the President’s Executive
order.

PUBLICITY VALUE STRESSED

However, Secretary Goldberg said, “I have
no complaints about Troutman'’s operation.”

He and Vice President JoHNsON have ex-
pressed satisfaction with the 2,000-job gain,
and their aids stress the value of publicly
enlisting big business agalnst racial dis-
crimination.

The voluntary approach, lilke Mr. Feild's
drive, has not been without its failures. A
dozen major concerns, including the United
States Steel Corp., Sears, Roebuck & Co.,
and several oil companies, have refused to
sign up.

Mr. Troutman’s preoccupation with the
spirit rather than the letter of the plans
for progress has led to some changes. Last
July. the Vice President was presented a
plan for progress from the General Electric
Co., which was regarded as unspecific and
little more than a polite response to the
panel’s invitation to cooperate.

Mr. JornNsoN promptly ruled that Hobart
Taylor, the committee's counsel, would
henceforth review all Mr. Troutman’s plans
for progress.
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Moreover, in contrast to the regular com-
pliance program, there has been relatively
little follow-up on plans for progress, Only
six of the 62 signatory companies have re-
ported on their Negro employment.

“I've talked to many Iindustrial people,”
sald an outside observer, “and they say,
‘We're all ready to go but nobody's come
around to guide us.

“Troutman’s staff just isn’t equipped for
that type of operation,” he said.

Amid both praise and criticlsm, Mr.
Troutman has pushed ahead. He has created
a semiautonomous plans for progress staff.
He has opened an office in Atlanta and has
put some of his personal staff to work with
census data, preparing a presentation for
him to take to industry.

“I only see the topman,” he said recently,
“and I tell him it's going to cost him some-
thing.”

Omne of his prime talking points is giving
the Negro a stake in the free-enterprise sys-
tem., An infusion of well-paid Negro white-
collar workers, he contends, will have a
calming effect on Negro communities, which
he believes are often dominated by ex-
tremist clergymen.

Mr. Troutman shifted operations to Wash-
ington in March.

He did not set up shop next door to Mr.
Felld's quarters in the wvast General Ac-
counting Office Building in midtown Wash-
ington. Instead he obtained a suite at 701
Jackson Place, across Pennsylvania Avenue
from the White House, where he drops in
occasionally to see the President.

Secretary Goldberg said that he approved
the separation of the Troutman and Feild
staffs, partly to avoid “friction.”

Mr. Troutman spends an average of 2 days
a week in Washington, both on plans for
progress and on other business.

Last October, with Mr. Goldberg's ap-
proval, he put his chief aide, Joseph Kruse,
on the Federal payroll. Mr. Kruse gets
$10,635 a year. In April, according to Labor
Department spokesmen, three more of his
Atlanta business employees were added at
salaries ranging from $6,435 to 9,000 a year.

According to Stephen Shulman, special
assistant to Secretary Goldberg, the entire
plans for progress operation is expected to
cost about $76,000 by July 1. This cost does
not Include the services of the Feild staff,
which was involved in about half the nego-
tiatlons., The Troutman operation has thus
cost little more than one-sixth the full com-
mittee’s annual budget of $425,000.

Mr. Troutman says that he is so short on
office help that Mr. Kruse has to do his own
typing.

Mr. Troutman believes that complaints of
racial discrimination against employers that
have signed plans for progress constitute
unfair harassment. Many such complaints,
he notes, have been lodged with the Feild
stafl by the NAACFP on behalf of individual
Negro workers.

ASKS DATA ON COMFPLAINTS

Without notifying Secretary Goldberg, Mr.
Troutman last month sent to Mr. Feild's
office a request for an accounting of all
complaints lodged and whence they came.
One of his purposes was to discover which
were legitimate and which were filed for
publicity’s sake, as he saw it. His critics
contend that similar tactics have been used
in the North by organizations hostile to
State fair-employment laws.

“If they want to get rid of plans for
progress, they can go ahead,” Mr. Troutman
says. “I'm not getting anything out of this,
I've got to earn my living.”

Aside from his law practice Mr. Troutman
has been in and out of a host of businesses.

One of them is an interest in a $3 million
a year food vending company, Koffee-Eup,
Inc., now a wholly owned subsidiary of
United Servomation, Ine. Koffee-Eup
serves plants and offices in the Atlanta area.
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Mr. Troutman is the company’s secretary.
Among his fellow stockholders is Senator
Tarmance. The biggest of Eoffee-Eup’'s in-
dustrial customers has been Lockheed’s
plant at Marletta, Ga., near Atlanta. And
ironically, after Lockheed segregated plant
cafeterlas were closed wunder ‘he first
Troutman-negotiated plan for progress last
year, Koffee-Eup increased its business.

It had not been planned that way, Mr.
Troutman sald that he had not attended
a company meeting in 4 years and had
played no part in the concern’s operations.

To charges that he lobbied for a $1 billion
Air Force jet transport contract for Lock-
heed's Marietta plant, Mr. Troutman cheer-
fully pleads guilty. “I think the Southeast
should do more pushing,” he said.

However, he said that his efforts had been
confined to preparing a 10-page study for
Georgla's congressional delegation support-
ing Georgia's claims to a greater share of
defense spending. The contract was awarded
in March, 1961,

It i1s against this background of politics
and conflicting personalities and philoso-
phies that the President’s Committee is go-
ing into 1ts second year of operation.

Mr. Eheel, after studying the Committee,
is understood to believe that it has made a
strong start in eliminating racial discrimina-
tlon in employment.

CONFIRMING THE NOMINATION OF
THURGOOD MARSHALL

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, the nom-
ination of Thurgood Marshall to be judge
of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Second Circuit was an excellent appoint-
ment which was hailed by civil rights
proponents everywhere because of
Judge Marshall’s brilliant record, partic-
ularly of appellate advocacy. Judge
Marshall’s induction, which I attended,
took place on October 23, 1961. Yet con-
firmation of his nomination has yet to
be acted upon by the Senate. He has
had to sit on the court for almost an
entire term, handling the duties of that
office, without Senate confirmation.

A special subcommittee held hearings
on the nomination on May 1, 1962. Sen-
ator KeaTincg and I appeared in favor of
the nominee, and no one appeared in
opposition. The Republican member of
the subcommittee, Senator Hruska, was
the only member of the subcommittee to
attend the hearing. Since the hearing,
no action has been taken or scheduled,
even to report the nomination to the
full committee, much less to report it to
the Senate. There should be an end to
this wholly unjustified delay.

There is some talk of a further hearing.
If this is necessary, it should be done
at once. If it is just another delaying
tactic, it should be exposed as such.
Personally, I see no reason whatever why
the hearing already held did not offer
sufficient opportunity for all interested
parties to be heard; but I have such con-
fidence in the nominee that I have no
fear about holding further hearings if
there is & genuine need for them. The
responsibility for this delay is also one
the administration must share; the sub-
committee and committee chairmen are
members of the President’s party and
should be asked to permit the Senate to
deal with this nomination. It is not
enough for the President to claim credit
for sending a nomination to the Senate.
Senate confirmation is also essential.
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Nor is it enough for the President to say
that this is not within his control; the
public has a right to know that, too, if
that is the case,

Further delay is both unwarranted and
intolerable.

STRIKE OF TWA

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, for
almost 2 years the Federal Government
has made every effort to help the unions
and airlines reach a satisfactory solution
to the controversy over the composi-
tion of the crews on jet aireraft. Dur-
ing this period, I have carefully re-
frained from any comment on the issues
involved. I felt that the parties to the
dispute should be given every oppor-
tunity to work out a voluntary and mu-
tually acceptable solution. With the an-
nouncement by the flight engineers’
union of their intention to strike Trans
World Airlines, and the implied threat
to strike other airlines affected by the
dispute, I feel that the situation has
changed. I believe that I now have the
responsibility, as chairman of the Avia-
tion Subcommittee of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, to add my voice to
those of other responsible officials of
the Government in urging the flight en-
gineers to avoid this action, which can
only damage their country, the airline
industry, and their union.

I have every sympathy with these men.
They have made, and can continue to
make, a valuable contribution to the
safety of air travel. The situation in
which they find themselves is not of their
making, but is the result of technological
change, specifically the transition to jet
aircraft.

However, no group of workers has had
the benefit of more patient or sincere
efforts in its behalf than has the flight
engineers. Secretary Goldberg, the Spe-
cial Presidential Commission headed by
Dr. Feinsinger, and the AFL-CIO have
suggested a merger of the pilots’ and en-
gineers’ unions on a basis which would
have provided the members of the flight
engineers’ union with guarantees as to
their continued employment and main-
tenance of their seniority rights, or, fail-
ing this, which would have provided them
with liberal severance payments to per-
mit them to find other employment.
Every effort will be made by the Con-
gress, by the executive branch, and by
the AFL-CIO, to which both these unions
belong, to protect the interest of the
members of the weaker union in a mer-
ger with the stronger. But this is not
the issue in this strike.

‘We should remember that throughout
this dispute the Federal Aviation Agency
has consistently maintained that the
flight engineer’s duties on a jet aircraft
could be performed as well by a person
who qualified as a flight engineer after
experience as a pilot as they could be
by one who qualified after experience as
a mechanic. There has never been any
evidence that a four-man crew was re-
quired or contributed in any way to the
safety of operation of a jet aircraft. The
four-man crew requirement came about
because the pilots’ union insisted that
the third crewmember should be a pilot,
while the flight engineers insisted that
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the third crewmember should be a me-
chanic and a member of their union.
Several airlines compromised by adopt-
ing the four-man crew—a costly piece
of featherbedding that the industry can
simply not afford. A number of airlines
have operated for years with the entire
crew pilot-trained and members of the
Air Line Pilots Association, including the
pilot performing the duties of flight
engineer.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Oklahoma has ex-
pired. Without objection, the Senator
from Oklahoma may proceed for an ad-
ditional 3 minutes.

Mr, MONRONEY, I thank the Vice
President.

Mr. President, following this evasion of
the issue, the National Mediation Board
determined after protracted hearings
that the duties of a flight engineer on a
jet aireraft did not differ from the du-
ties of a pilot to such an extent as to
entitle them to independent representa-
tion as a separate craft; and this deter-
mination was sustained by the courts.
An industrywide strike threat as a re-
sult of this determination was then
averted by an agreement for a further
investigation by the Presidential Com-
mission headed by Professor Feinsinger.
This Commission recommended that it
was desirable that the pilots’ and flight
engineers” unions be merged because
there was no longer any justification for
separate unions, and also recommend-
ed very fair and sensible principles on
which such merger should take place.

The leadership of the flight engineers’
union has adamantly refused to follow
this reasonable and responsible course
after every effort has been made to seek
a formula which would minimize the in-
dividual hardship on the members of the
union. After their contentions have been
rejected again and again by fair and
objective third parties, they again resort
to the strike to maintain a status quo
which has become an anachronism in
the changing world of aviation.

Surely the members of this union are
aware that an administration which has
taken strong measures to prevent an ac-
tion by industry which it felt was con-
trary to the public interest must also
take strong measures to prevent an ac-
tion by labor which is contrary to the
public interest. Surely they must rec-
ognize that the current conditions in
our economy are such that the Ameri-
can people cannot tolerate selfish and
irresponsible conduct by a small minor-
ity of workers which will affect adversely
thousands of their fellow workers, our
fransportation system, and our balance
of payments. It is time for reason to
prevail in this dispute. If this union in-
sists on a resort to force, it will leave
the Government no choice but to em-
1::1;:;.3_'l the greater force for the greater
good.

SENATOR NEUBERGER URGES RE-
TAINING GENERAL SAFETY DIS-
TRICT OFFICE, FEDERAL AVIA-
TION AGENCY, IN MEDFORD,
OREG.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, I
am seriously concerned by the proposal
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of the Federal Aviation Agency to trans-
fer activities of the Medford, Oreg., Gen-
eral Safety District Office. Medford is
the second busiest airport in my State,
and a real hardship would result if busi-
ness is required to be transacted in Port-
land or Sacramento, Calif., 230 and 290
miles away, respectively.

I have written the Administrator of
FAA expressing my concern with this
matter and the hope FAA will review its
decision and continue the General Safety
District Office at Medford.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp my letter to the Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Agency, Mr.
Halaby, together with an editorial of
June 13 on this subject from the Med-
ford Mail Tribune, a prominent daily
newspaper.

There being no objection, the letter
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

JUNE 5, 1962.
Hon. NAJEEB E. HALABY,
Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR ME. HaLasy: I am writing to express
my personal concern regarding the proposed
closing of the General Safety District Office
presently located at Medford, Oreg. Such a
closure would present serious difficulties to
aviation in this area of my State.

The present GSDO office at Medford has
both a pilot inspector and an aircraft in-
spector. Both are vital to the continuous
operation of the general aviation Heet. If
the office were cloesd, southern Oregon pllots,
aircraft owners and mechanics would have
a choice of conducting their frequent busi-
ness with the Sacramento GSDO, 290 miles
away, or with the Portland office, 230 miles
away. The hardships are obvious.

I understand It is a matter of record that
the Portland GSDO office is so swamped with
work that pilots have waited more than a
year to take an advanced flight check, which
the local Medford office presently cannot
give.

Because of the great distances involved, a
separation of GSDO offices by 520 miles if
the proposed closure takes place, it is my
hope that your agency might reconsider its
action with respect to Medford.

Sincerely,
MAURINE B. NEUBERGER,

Don't Move GSDO

A small story in this newspaper last week
reported that the General Safety District Of-
fice of the Federal Aviation Agency would
be moved from Medford to Portland this
month,

The announcement has drawn strong pro-
tests from those associated with the general
aviation industry throughout southern Ore-
gon and northern California. It appears to
us the protests are fully justified, and that
the FAA should rescind the order unless it
can be shown to be in the public Interest.

Such a change would impose real diffi-
culties, if not hardships, on a large number
of Individuals, We doubt that it could be
shown that moving the office would result in
any savings, either,

A letter written to Senator MaUrRINE NEU-
BERGER explains why aviation in this area
would suffer. In part, it said:

“The GSDO has both a pilot inspector and
an aireraft inspector. Both are vital to the
safe growth and continued operation of the
general aviation fleet, The former conducts
flight tests for new pilot certificates, and for
higher ratings. The latter personally must
examine the work of mechanics making al-
terations to all alrcraft. If the office here
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were closed, southern Oregon pilots, aircraft
owners and mechanics would have a choice
of conducting their frequent business with
the Sacramento GSDO (290 miles), or the
Portland office (230 miles). The hardships
are obvious. BSo is the impossibility of fly-
ing a dismantled plane to an inspection lo-
cation. The alternative is to wait for the
inspector to visit here, which could well be
a period of months.

“As a matter of record, the Portland
GSDO is so swamped with work that one
pilot has been walting more than a year to
take an advanced flight check the local
office cannot give.

“Airplanes are vital to the everyday exist-
ence of a great many Oregonians. Mercy
flights is a good example, but crop dusting,
borate bombing, and many other activities
could also be cited.”

The GSDO was once located in Eugene,
but was moved to Medford the better to
serve the larger area. This made sense, as
Medford has the second busiest alrport in
the State, and is roughly equidistant from
the Portland and Sacramento offices. It has
been here for 7 years, and its services are in
wide demand.

Its movement to Portland would work a
costly hardship on the general aviation in-
dustry. We do not see how it could be
justified under any circumstances, and cer-
tainly not unless cost savings would be sub-
stantial, which is difficult to believe.

‘We hope the FAA reverses its decision, and
keeps this important service office close to
the people it serves—E. A.

THE DRUG REFORM BILL

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp three editorials entitled
“Confusion on Drug Reform,” “Retreat
on Drugs,” and “The Drug Bill Scan-
dal,” which I think are pertinent to the
discussion in the Senate regarding the
efforts of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. KerauveEr] to bring forth a good
drug bill.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 15, 1962]
CONFUSION ON DRUG REFORM

The drug reform bill over which Senator
KerFauver and his Senate Antitrust Subcom-
mittee toiled for 214 years has undergone
drastic dilution as the result of a coup engi-
neered by Senator EasTLAND, of Mississippi,
in collaboration with the bill’s Republican
foes. Mr. EasTLAND, the Judiciary Commit-
tee’s Democratic chairman, called a meeting
without notice to the Democratic majority
of the subcommittee, at which the measure
they had approved was changed so funda-
mentally that Mr. EeFaAuvER now disclaims
authorship. Perhaps the most surprising
aspect of the secret sesslon was the pres-
ence of a representative of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to give the
administration’s blessing to the watered-
down bill.

In view of the long hearings and staff work
that went into the original bill, this is a
bizarre method of revision. Senator Ke-
FAUVER notes that President EKennedy sent
the Senate a letter April 10 strongly endors-
ing most provisions of his bill and suggesting
certain amendments to make it even more
effective in assuring safer, cheaper drugs.
The Senator insists that the revised version
is & mere shadow of the original and that
it will achieve virtually none of the Presi-
dent’s goals.

It has always been clear that the Kefauver
bill was open to improvement. Some pro-
visions were unduly restrictive—especially
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those subjecting pharmaceutical manufac-
turers to discriminatory treatment on pat-
ents. But the subcommittee's investigation
demonstrated conclusively that existing
safeguards were far from adequate. The
original bill was realistically geared to over-
coming these deficliencies in public protection
for the public health., The substitute seems
more likely to provide the illusion of addi-
tional safeguards than their reality.

The President has plenty of problems to
occupy him these days, but this 1s a matter
of sufficlent moment to justify a clear state-
ment from the White House as to which ver-
sion meets the President's tests as outlined
in his April letter.

[From the Washington Post, June 18, 1962]
RETREAT oN DRuUGS

Senator KEFAUVER has a right to be angry
about the strange way in which his drug
legislation was adulterated at a meeting of
the Senate Judiclary Committee. Senator
EasTLAND, chairman of the committee, was
careful to see that Senator KEFAUVER wWas not
invited. His explanation for his oversight
represents a novel approach to parliamentary
courtesy. “I admit I did not call in my
friend from Tennessee for consultation,” Mr.
EastrLaND blandly explained to the Senate,
“because I thought it would be a futile act.”

Senator EKEFAUVER Is more thoroughly
versed than any Member of the Senate on
the intricacles of the legislation intended
to encourage safer and cheaper drugs. For
21 years, his Senate Antitrust Subcommittee
has delved with diligence into the abuses in
drug manufacturing. These hearings re-
sulted in a bill that President Kennedy en-
dorsed In a letter of April 10 that suggested
only minor emendations.

Now Senator Kerauver has disowned the
new bill and the administration has re-
treated from its previous position. Curi-
ously, a representative of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare participated
in Senator EasTtLAND's private meeting and
went along with the revisions urged by two
Republican Senators, DIRKSEN and HRUSKA.

It may be that Senator EKerauver's bill
needed improvement. But a point-by-point
study of the changes made at Mr. EASTLAND'S
private session show that virtually every
change 1s in the direction of weakening the
bill and limiting its scope. Provisions for
licensing drug manufacturers have been
thrown out to provide for a meaningless
registration procedure. Standards for test-
ing the eflicacy of a new drug have been
diluted.

Enough has come to light in Senate hear-
ings to support the need for new legislation.
Whatever bill Congress passes should pro-
vide the substance as well as appearance of
protection. The White House ought to re-
consider whether it will give its approval to
a bill that has been plucked and shorn in a
cozy little meeting in Senator EASTLAND'S
office.

|From the New York Post, June 14, 1962]
THE DRUG BILL SCANDAL

What happened to President Eennedy's
state of the Union pledge “to protect our
consumers from the careless and unscrupu-
lous?" In the light of that pledge, how
could a representative of HEW Secretary
Ribicoff participate in the gang-up engi-
neered by Senator EasTLaAND and Minority
Leader DirksEN against Senator EEFAUVER'S
bill for tightened Federal regulation of the
drug industry (as reported by Barbara
Yuncker in the Post).

The administration, nominally a supporter
of the Eefauver bill, went into an unpre-
cedented “secret meeting” from which Ke-
rauver and other supporters of strengthened
controls were excluded. The meeting was
designed to tailor pending drug legislation
to the specifications of the pharmaceutical
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industry. The result, according to Senator
KEFAUVER, was & “massacre” of a good bill
which had been carefully drafted after 214
years of public hearings.

Defending its willingness to compromise
the administration claims that is the only
way to get a bill that has any chance of
passage. But to pass a bill without teeth
could be worse than no bill at all.

Senator Kerauver has vowed to fight it out
on the floor of the Senate.

Now is the time for consumers to be heard
in his support.

BOOK BY JACK BELL ENTITLED “MR.
CONSERVATIVE: BARRY GOLDWA-
TER”

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, Chesly
Manly of the Chicago Tribune has writ-
ten a very interesting review of the re-
cently published biography by Jack Bell
under the title, “Mr. Conservative: BARRY
GOLDWATER.”

Mr. Manly sets forth what Mr. Bell's
friends have always known, namely, his
objectivity, his fairness, and his facility
for presenting a character in excellent
perspective.

I ask that Mr. Manly's evaluation of
this timely and current volume be made
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Avuspicious COMBINATION OF SUBJECT AND

BIOGRAPHER
(“Mr. Conservative: BARrRY GOLDWATER,” by
Jack Bell [Doubleday, 312 pp., $4.50])

(Reviewed by Chesly Manly)

Given such a fascinating political phenom-
enon as BARrY GOLDWATER as the subject and
Jack Bell, one of the best informed political
writers in the country, as the biographer, the
result is bound to be a first-rate book.

Bell covers the Senate and national politics
for the Associated Press. Only a writer who
has lived and worked in close proximity to
the charismatic Senator and enjoys his confi-
dence could present such an intimate and
~ authoritative account of his beliefs, his ac-
tivities, and his political prospects as leader
of resurgent conservatism in the Republican
Party.

Bell compares GOLDWATER'S position on ma-
Jor issues with that of Nelson Rockefeller and
Richard Nixon, both potential candidates for
the Republican Presidential nomination in
1964. He rejects both Rockefeller and Nixon,
at least implicitly, in a chapter concluding,
“Who but BArrY GOLDWATER?” He equates
GoLpwaTER's position in 1862 with that of
Senator Kennedy in 19568 and reminds the
“wiseacres of politics” who give GOLDWATER
no chance to win the Republican nomination
in 1964 that they gave Kennedy no chance to
win the Democratic nomination in 1960.

The author obviously admires GOLDWATER
as a sincere, courageous, and fiercely patriotic
politician who fights for his convictions but
always fights fairly. He is sympathetic with
GoLDWATER'S political philosophy, which is
more rugged individualism than traditional
conservatism. But the book is no unrelieved
panegyric. Bell ascribes numerous incon-
sistencles, a tendency to "pop off” thought-
lessly, and some untenable positions to the
handsome Senator.

Some of Bell's criticlsm seems unwar-
ranted. Itis by nomeans certain that Gorp-
WATER “guessed wrong on the United Nations
action to bring secessionist EKatanga back
into line with the Congo central govern-
ment.”” Though Bell acknowledges GoLp-
WATER'S repudiation of Robert Welch,
founder of the John Birch Society, he says
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that “the Birch adherents had a right to
assume that GoLDWATER embraced many of
their viewpoints” because of his votes in the
Senate. Such a remark would be considered
a smear if it referred to Communist view-
points and the votes of any leftwinger in
Congress,

The last chapter of the book, “A Conserva-
tive's Creed,” was contributed by GOLDWATER.
It is an elogquent statement of the Senator's
conviction that the basic issue of our time,
in both domestic and foreign affairs, is free-
dom versus slavery.

No definitive assessment of GOLDWATER
could be written at this time, but Bell's
interim report should be read by those who
have any interest in American politics.

ALASKA AND SEATTLE'S WORLD'S
FAIR

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President,
recently the New York Times published
an excellent article on the effects of the
Seattle World’s Fair upon Alaska. It
was written by Lawrence E. Davies, the
Times' veteran west coast correspondent.
It points out that many of the people who
have gone to Seattle to see the World’s
Fair have gone on to enjoy the scenic
wonders of s

Alaska is making preparations for a
large influx of tourists. Later this year
a regular car ferry service will take
tourists who have driven to Prince
Rupert in British Columbia up the famed
“Inside Passage” to the coastal towns of
southeastern Alaska—EKetchikan, Wran-
gell, Petersburg, Sitka, Juneau, Haines,
and Skagway. The first ferry was
launched earlier this month. Two more
are under construction, and beginning in
the summer of 1963 will afford daily
service.

The establishment of this “marine
highway” is one of the accomplishments
of the people of Alaska under statehood.
They voted a $23 million bond issue for
the purpose.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Davies’ article entitled “Alaska Gets a
Bonus From the Seattle Fair,” be printed
at this point in the REcorp, in connec-
tion with my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

AraskAa GETS A BoNus FROM THE SEATTLE
Famr
(By Lawrence E. Davies)

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA—The 49th State al-
ready is experiencing agreeable economic
effects from the Seattle World's Fair.
Alaska's tour promoters are convinced that
the State has embarked on its biggest travel
year, bigger even than 1059, the first year of
statehood, and they credit the Century 21
Exposition, which began a 6-month run on
April 21,

The Alaska State exhibit at the fair,
housed near the Space Needle, has brought
many inquiries from exposition visitors, offi-
clals noted. In numerous instances, these
inquiries have been translated into side trips
to the Far North by plane and steamer, even,
in some cases, into lelsurely motor trips by
tourists with time on their hands.

“It is surprising how many persons have
checked in here since the Seattle Exposition
opened and mentioned that the fair was
their impetus for coming to Alaska,” said
an Anchorage hotelman. And Pacific North-
ern Airlines reports that advance bookings
for this summer to Alaska already are up 15
percent over 1961.
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“We feel this is a result of the World's
Fair,” sald Howard Clifford, a Pacific North-
ern spokesman in Seattle. “Our individual
business, not group tours, is up 30 percent;
group business is up 50 percent.”

BUSINESS MAY INCREASE

A Pan American World Airways official said
his firm expects a “substantial increase” in
its Alaskan business because of the fair.
These two companies, as well as Alaska Air-
lines and Northwest Orient Airlines, operate
jet services between the Pacific Northwest
and Alaska.

Charles B, West, a former Fairbanks air-
plane pilot who is the biggest tour operator
in the Alaska business, sald his 1962 bookings
currently are running ahead of those sold
at this time in 1959, the heaviest travel
year for the 49th State.

“The World’s Fair is responsible,” he said.
“The last 2 years have been static; our busi-
ness dropped 25 percent in 1960 from 1950
and remained at that level last year. Ithink
we may go up 45 percent this year.”

Tourist officials are jubilant about the rise
in business, especially since the first boat in
a projected fleet of four ferries that is des-
tined to carry motorists and their cars over
a marine highway to Alaska will not be
ready for operation until at least late in
September,

This ferry, the motorship Malaspina,
named for an Alaska glacier as big as Rhode
Island, is under construction at the Puget
Sound Bridge & Drydock Co.s yard in
Seattle.

The somewhat controversial ferry system
is hopefully scheduled to begin operating
with its full fleet of four ships next year.
Three of the ferries will serve southeastern
Alaska,

These 3, each with a capacity of 100 cars
and 600 passengers, will sail between Prince
Rupert, British Columbia, and Skagway in
Alaska. They are expected to make the run
in 36 hours if they take a direct route; in
42 hours if a longer route, by way of Sitka,
is followed. Btops will be made at Ketchikan,
Wrangell, Petersburg, Sitka, Juneau, Haines,
and Skagway.

ALASKAN FERRY

The fourth ferry, with a capacity of 60
automoblles and 262 passengers, is to run be-
tween Eodiak and Homer in south-central
Alaska. The ferry system is designed to
provide loops for automobile traffic using
the Alaska highway and its connecting links,
both rail and highway, and offer travelers the
chance to go by land, return by water, or
vice versa,

This summer, for World’s Fair visitors and
other Alaska-bound travelers, four Canadi-
an-flag vessels will be running between Van-
couver, British Columbia, and Skagway.
Alaska Cruise Lines, Inc., operates two of the
vessels, the Glacier Queen and Yukon Star,
with a departure every 4 days between now
and October 1.

The Canadian National Steamship Co. has
scheduled 13 departures for its vessel, the
Prince George, between now and early in
September, and the Canadian Pacific Steam-
ship Co. has scheduled 12 departures from
Vancouver for its Princess Louise during
June, July, and August.

Two opposing views have marked the new
tourist season, with its expected record travel
to Alaska. The controversy centers on the
question of lodgings in Seattle.

One position is taken by Mr. West, who
has asserted:

“We will not sell a tour or offer a tour
which does not offer first-class accommoda~-
tions, We deliberately limit our program to
first-class accommodations; we are turning
down an average of 20 requests a day,
each Involving 4 or 5 persons. We are
telling people, ‘Sorry, but due to the impact
of the Seattle World’s Fair, we are unable to
confirm your reservations.’
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“There are more rooms with bath In one
big hotel in Seattle—1,000—than there are
in the whole State of Alaska. In 1959, a lot
of people were miserably unhappy when they
came to Alaska. Hotel accommodations are
the most important part of the trip.”

This attitude is In contrast to that of
Ralston A. Derr, former executive director of
the Alaska Visitors Bureau and former gen-
eral manager of the Falrbanks Chamber of
Commerce.

Mr. Derr is beating the drum for the
Alaska Booster Association, which is sponsor-
ing publicity in Seattle to attract visitors to
Alaska

Mr. Derr has chamber of commerce com-
mittees in Anchorage and Fairbanks looking
for bedrooms that residents may be willing to
rent to tourists for $6 to $8 a night.

“People are dissatisfled with some of the
housing conditions they are finding down in
Seattle,” Mr. Derr said. “I can hear them
say, 'This is a poor room. We have a few
days left, so why not run up to Alaska?’

“TAKE YOUR CHANCES

“But we are promising nothing. We are
telling them, ‘Take your chances on the last
frontier. You may have to sit up all night,
but it's daylight all night in Alaska and
there’ll be a lot of people sitting up with
you.' "

There is general agreement that the prob-
lem of tourist housing has not been solved
in the 49th State. Alaska officially so far is
leaving the financing of new accommoda-
tions to private enterprise.

Here and there, hotels are being expanded
and new motels and lodges being built, but
the summer demand ls greater than the sup-
ply. One Anchorage hotel, with a new wing
opened 2 years ago, now has 350 rooms; most
of the older rooms have been refurbished. A
Juneau hotel has been doing some redecorat-
ing.

There are at least 100 more first-class rooms
in Anchorage than there were in 1859 and 50
more in Fairbanks than there were 3 years
ago. A new 36-room hotel with 14 baths
has gone up in the Eskimo village of Kotze-
bue. New accommodations also are in the
planning stages at Barrow.

A newly enlarged housing facility on the
Alaska-Yukon frontier will have accommo-
dations for 120 persons. Sitka has a new
hotel with about 50 rooms.

Several new motels are scattered about the
State. One has been built on Wasilla Lake,
in the Matanuska Valley. Along the 3-mile
lake, building lots are commanding an aver-
age price of $100 a front foot.

In a number of areas, civic-minded per-
sons are trying to give the visitor to Alaska
something to do besides look at a glacier or
a mountain peak and exclaim over the
scenery. In Juneau, for example, Mrs.
Robert Boochever, wife of an attorney, has
set out to tle in history and local color with
tourism.

GOLD MINE TOUR

Mrs. Boochever is leading a nonprofit ven-
ture to provide visitors with a gold mine
tour for about $6. In Last Chance Basin,
just outside Juneau, a bridge is to be built
over which buses will carry tourists to a
mine entrance. They will be able to pene-
trate the shaft for about a half mile and,
in an old mine building, see a theatrical pro-
duction titled, “Hoochinoo and Pancakes,”
based on life in an early Alaskan trading
post.

P. D. Hanson, regional forester for Alaska’s
vast Tongass National Forest, predicted at
Juneau that recreation would compete
strongly with timber as one of Alaska’s chief
resources in the future.

The Forest Service has built a new
$200,000 observatory with panoramic win-
dows in Tongass from which visitors may
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look down wupon spectacular Mendenhall
Glacier, near Juneau. Relief maps and ex-
hibits are to be installed, and the project
will be dedicated this summer.

“Think of it,” Mr. Hanson saild. “We have
more than 11,000 miles of shoreline in public
ownership up here under supervision of the
Forest Service. The recreational possibilities
are limitless.”

HEALTH CARE COMPROMISE

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
steadfastly maintained that health care
legislation can become law at this ses-
sion of the Congress if the administra-
tion will reach an accommodation with
those who, like myself, will vote for a
program that extends coverage to the
3 million individuals who are not under
social security, offers some freedom of
choice and increases the flexibility of
its benefits and administration. It is
clear that the administration’s proposal
is inadequate and should at the least
be revised to conform to the recom-
mendations of medical experts, who em-
phasize the high priority of preventive
care; to the insurance experts, who point
to the accelerating growth of private and
nonprofit programs; and to the public
health experts who stress the efficiency
and flexibility of State administration.

These are basic principles which I have
incorporated in my health care proposal
and, as I have demonstrated, they are
completely compatible with the social
security approach. They make possible
a complete health care program, not
minimum coverage, based on the right
of our senior citizens to proper and sat-
isfactory care.

The point that acceptance of a com-
promise incorporating proposals such as
these would strengthen the expectation
for a medicare law is made in an editorial
in the Washington Post. I ask unani-
mous consent to print in the REecorp
the editorial entitled “Leading From
Strength” which appeared on June 15,
and a letter from the New York Times of
June 18, entitled “Health Insurance Op-
tion,” by Roswell B. Perkins.

There being no objection, the editorial
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, June 15, 1962]
LeEADING FROM STRENGTH

The prognosis for health care legislation
in this session of Congress is not very bright.
A majority of the legislative doctors in the
House Ways and Means Committee are said
to be against letting their patient, the Eing-
Anderson bill, journey to the floor of the
House for a vote, at least in its present form.
There is talk of resorting to that ancient and
frequently fatal remedy, bleeding.

Health, Education, and Welfare Secretary
Ribicoff has been called in for a consulta-
tion. He emerged from a session with the
committee enigmatlc but was reported to
have sald that the President, while adamant
about having health care for the aged fi-
nanced through an increase in the social
security tax, would not be averse to com-
promise on other aspects of the legislation.

The XKing-Anderson bill seems to wus
anemic emnlgh as it is. It promlus a bare
minimum of hospital and nursing care bene-
fits for the 16 million Americans over 65
years of age. Against many of the inevita-
ble costs of medical care—physicians and
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surgeons bills, for example—it affords no pro-
tection at all for the elderly. The 90-day
limitation it places on any single hospital
stay may prove quite inadequate in caring
for terminal illnesses. There is ample room,
as we see it, for amendments which would
strengthen and perfect this proposal, very
little room for administration concessions
which would weaken it.

The Ways and Means Committee could
usefully enlarge the coverage of the King-
Anderson bill to include persons not now
entitled to soclal security benefits; an addi-
tional 3 million aged persons need protection
against the health hazards of old age. It
could work out alternative benefits, perhaps,
that would improve the protection of the
measure or reduce its deduction require-
ments. Conceivably, it could make allow-
ance for optional private insurance without
compromising the social security principle.
Buch changes would be all to the good.

In addition, it may be that the Ways and
Means Committee could apply some poul-
tices to allay the anxieties of those who fear
that this program of health care for the aged
may lead to governmental control of medi-
cine. This could be accomplished by giving
the medical profession larger representation
on the bodies which will determine the
eligibility of hospitals and nursing homes.

We hope, however, that the administra-
tion will stand firm on the essentials of the
health care program. It has a much better
chance of enacting a strong bill than of
enacting a weak bill.

HEALTH INSURANCE OPTION—ENDORSEMENT
oF CONCEPT ADVOCATED To Spur BILL'S
PASSAGE

NEw York, N.Y.,
June 11, 1962.

To the Eprror oF THE NEw YorK TIMES:

A bill to provide health insurance for the
aged within the framework of the social
security system may well fail this year. If
it does, I submit that the fault will be
heavily shared by the bill's most voecal pro-
ponents—President Kennedy and the spokes-
men for the AFL-CIO—by reason of their
failure to endorse the voluntary health in-
surance option contained in the Lindsay and
Javits bills.

That option, first proposed by Governor
Rockefeller just 2 years ago, is simply this:
the right to buy private health insurance
coverage with a special monthly cash social
security payment, in lieu of accepting the
Government health insurance protection.

My respected friend of long standing, Nel-
son H. Cruikshank, director of the depart-
ment of soclal security of the AFL-CIO,
wrote to the Times recently (as printed in
the June 4 issue) attacking the option.

Mr, Crulkshank complains that the “in-
surance companles” (he avoids reference to
Blue Cross, the Kaiser-type of health plans
on the west coast, and other nonprofit plans
covering hundreds of thousands of older per-
sons) will get the pick of the crop of insur-
ance risks. He apparently concludes that
the problem of possible adverse selection of
risks is an insuperable obstacle to adopting
the option. He goes on to suggest that, even
without the option, private health insurance
can build on top of and supplement Govern-
ment health insurance in the same way
that private pension plans supplement social
securlty retirement benefits.

BASIS OF OPPOSITION

This expressed opposition to the “option,”
it seems to me, stems from a doctrinal dis-
taste for private insurance and voluntary
prepayment mechanisms, rather than an ob-
jective appraisal of the facts. More specifi-
cally:

The Lindsay bill (HR. 11253) does not
permit switching back and forth from the
Government plan to private plans, Once




11022

covered by the Government plan after re-
tirement, a beneficiary would be precluded
from exercising the voluntary health insur-
ance option. This provision alone eliminates
most of the threat of adverse selection of
risks.

The Lindsay bill authorizes the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, if actual
experience under the law proves there has
been adverse selection, to start the monthly
cash payments at age 65 (for beneficlaries
who have exercised the option) at a level
lower than the average cost of the Govern-
ment plan benefits. There would be a grad-
ual increase in these monthly payments as
the beneficiary grows older. This device
would reduce or eliminate any possible in-
centive to an individual for carrying the
private plan in the early years after age
65, but then canceling it,

The group of beneficlaries covered under
the Government plan will be so vast—well
over 10 million persons—that any conceiv-
able adverse selection would be infinitesimal
in relation to the overall costs of the Gov-
ernment plan.

The factors inducing an individual to
utilize the option will be principally his
satisfaction with the private plan he is
carrying pre-656 and his financial capacity
to pay whatever additional premiums, if any
(over and above the cash health insurance
benefits provided by the option), may be in=-
volved. His state of health on his 65 birth-
day is not likely to be a significant factor.

WEAK ANALOGY

Insofar as supplementation of the Gov-
ernment plan by private insurance is con-
cerned, the private pension analogy is so
weak as to be fallacious. In the case of
retirement benefits, the more retirement in-
come an individual has from private sources
the more comfortable his retirement. But
there is an absolute limit to the amount of
health insurance that is of benefit to anyone;
once a hospital bill is paid it is paid.

The Government health insurance plan
would displace at least half of the area in
which private and nonprofit plans now op-
erate. The administrative costs of offering
protection for the remaining uncovered costs
would be too high to enable these private
plans to continue to operate.

If these points are given fair considera-
tion, I believe the President and the AFL—
CIO would endorse the concept of the “op-
tion.” In doing so, they would, I submit,
break the present roadblock to a social secu-
rity-financed bill. It is apparent that a sub-
stantial segment of older persons want to
preserve freedom of choice in selecting their
health insurance protection., The EKennedy
administration, in falling to support the
option, is surely contributing to the possible
defeat of the bill,

RosweLL B, PERKINS,
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1954-56.

THE MIGRATORY FARMWORKER

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the migratory farmworker
and his family constitute an essential
element in our farm economy. But un-
like their counterparts in industry, farm-
workers, particularly migratory farm-
workers, have been denied many of the
rights and protections which have come
to be regarded as characteristic of free
enterprise and essential to democratic
society.

In the area of health, for example, the
existence of residence requirements fre-
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quently denies migratory farmworkers
and their families the benefit of public
health programs, which are generally
available to other citizens. As a result,
serious disease is a continuing menace to
the migratory farmworker ard his fam-
ily as well as to the communities through
which they travel.

The gross inequity in this situation is
all the more apparent when it is realized
that the migratory farmworker is, in
all but the rarest circumstances, com-
pletely dependent upon public health
services for such medical care as he re-
ceives. A substandard income of slight-
ly more than $1,000 annually necessarily
precludes access to private medical at-
tention. Consequently, even the most
basic health needs of the migratory farm
family remain unmet.

The many complex factors, such as
residence requirements, substandard in-
come, and low educational levels, which
produce the health problems confronting
migratory farm families present formi-
dable obstacles to the establishment of
health programs for these citizens. Nev-
ertheless, the endeavors of public and
private groups in some States have suc-
cessfully circumvented these obstacles
and have produced practical working ex-
amples of programs which can be ini-
tiated on State and local levels to im-
prove the health conditions of migratory
farm families.

These programs have generally been
confined to the establishment of health
clinics serving limited geographical
areas. In California, however, in addi-
tion to health clinics, the State Legisla-
ture established a broad, new statewide
health program for farmworkers. With
the foresight and pioneering leadership
which has long distinguished one of our
most progressive States, California has
become the first and only State in the
Nation to extend disability and hospital
insurance to farmworkers.

Gov. Edmund G. Brown has pointed
out that under the new program—

Two hundred and fifty thousand agricul-
tural workers * * * become eligible for both
disability and hospital benefits.

Workers in business and industry gener-
ally have had disability insurance protection
since 1946, but farmworkers heretofore have
been excluded,

California’s new program of disability
insurance to farmworkers is of obvious
benefit to California’s entire farm econo-
my. The precedent it creates for the
establishment of a statewide program to
aid farmworkers is a manifestation of
the most commendable legislative lead-
ership and public service which are
achieved only by dedicated legislators
sincerely working in the public interest.

HOUSING DISCRIMINATION IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as a
member of the Subcommittee on African
Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, I have become increasingly con-
cerned about the housing problems here
in the District of Columbia, which face,
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not only our own Negro people, but also
the growing number of Ambassadors, to-
gether with the members of their diplo-
matic staffs, who have come here to rep-
resent the newly emerging sovereign
nations of Africa. It is this latter con-
sideration which transforms the problem
from a purely human one, to one which
could profoundly affect the foreign re-
lations of this country.

Everyone who has lived for any length
of time in the Washington metropolitan
area knows that discrimination in hous-
ing exists here and, furthermore, that it
is not limited to the suburban residential
areas in Maryland and Virginia, but is to
a considerable extent a feature of living
arrangements in the Distriet of Columbia
as well. That this is the case was made
abundantly clear by hearings which the
Civil Rights Commission recently held
on this subject. Witness after witness
testified that racial segregation in hous-
ing is a fact of life in the Nation’s Capital.
The witnesses differed from one another
only in the methods they thought could
?r should be used to ameliorate the situa-

ion.

Racial discrimination, wherever it oc-
curs in the United States and in what-
ever form, is ethically and socially wrong.
It is clearly inconsistent with the prin-
ciples on which we base our claim to
moral as well as political leadership of
the free world. It can and must be
abolished as quickly as is humanly pos-
sible consistent with the rule of law.

But it must surely be clear to every
thinking American that the Nation’s
Capital, in this as in most other things,
occupies a rather special position. What
is undesirable elsewhere is intolerable
here. As the seat of the U.S. Govern-
ment, Washington is, in a very real
sense, the showplace of the Nation. It
is continually and steadily exposed to the
gaze of the world. Most representatives
of foreign governments in the United
States are assigned to Washington and
it is from this city that they draw their
strongest and most lasting impressions
of our country. Moreover, they know
very well that social conditions here are
the direct responsibility of the Federal
Government in a way which does not
hold true for the States. When Negroes,
merely because of their race, are severely
restricted in their choice of residence
within the District of Columbia, the U.S.
Government is, at the very least, con-
doning a state of affairs and a set of
practices which cannot by any stretch of
the imagination be reconciled with the
legal and moral principles that Govern-
ment is constituted to uphold.

Some may argue that this is only a sin
of omission and that it is not our way
to attempt to remedy every social ill
through governmental intervention.
This, however, is so glaring a case of
social injustice and one so terribly detri-
mental to our national stature that there
is, I feel, no reasonable alternative to
energetic local action to remedy the sit-
uation by legal means. If education and
time were the only things necessary to
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do this, some improvement should have
become noticeable by now, But there has
been no improvement—on the contrary,
it has become clear that the causes of
housing discrimination in Washington
are so deeply imbedded in the social
structure and habits of the eity that only
legal action can effect a change.

There is another aspect of the prob-
lem which I should like to mention
briefly. Within the last year and a half,
a large number of newly established
African nations have sent diplomatic
representatives to Washington. The
prevailing discrimination against Ne-
groes affects them in a number of dif-
ferent ways. In the first place, it places
a burden on them which their colleagues
in the diplomatic corps do not have to
share and thus makes it more difficult for
them to do the work they have been sent
here to do. Second, it dramatizes for
them, in a way which can only be detri-
mental to the interests of the United
States, the plight in which their racial
brother, the American Negro, finds him-
self. Most African diplomats, even be-
fore they come to this country, are aware
that racial discrimination exists here.
Some exaggerate its significance; others
fail to appreciate how widely spread the
practice still is. But all, without excep-
tion, are surprised and dismayed when
they discover that discrimination still
prevails in the Nation’s Capital. More-
over, they make this discovery very soon
after their arrival because, after all they
have to find a place to live. Third, and
perhaps most important of all, these
representatives of new, highly self-
conscious nations feel the discrimination
practiced against them as an insult to
their countries as well as to themselves.
It is impossible for them to make a neat
distinetion between the business of di-
plomacy and the personal quandary in
which they find themselves. The diffi-
culties they face as a resulf of racial dis-
crimination in Washington are inevita-
bly reflected in the formal relations
between the United States and the coun-
tries they represent.

This is not a time to ask who is at
fault. Even if it were possible to find
an objective answer and to place the
blame squarely, that answer would not
solve the problem. In fact, many inter-
ests are involved and the blame must be
shared by many parties. Our task now
is to find a way of abolishing racial dis-
erimination in Washington; and while I
recognize that this problem will not be
entirely solved until men experience a
change of heart, still action is now called
for by the District Commissioners.
Other cities in this country have already
dealt much more forthrightly with the
problem of racial barriers as a factor in
determining who may live where. No
city in this country is more urgently in
need of having this problem solved than
the Nation’s Capital.

The time has come for the Commis-
sioners to move. They should find the
legal means to make some headway to-
ward putting an end to the racial segre-
gation in housing that is a blot upon the
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good name and reputation of the Capi-
tal City of the leading Nation of the free
world.

Mr., President, I thank the disfin-
guished Senator from Louisiana for
yielding to me.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR GOLDWATER
BEFORE NATIONAL COAL ASSO-
CIATION

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks the text of an address de-
livered by myself at the 45th anniver-
sary luncheon of the National Coal As-
sociation, in Pittsburgh, Pa., on June
18, 1962,

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

TEXT OF AN ADDRESS BY U.S., SENATOR BARRY
GOLDWATER, REPUBLICAN OF ARIZONA, TO THE
45TH ANNIVERSARY LUNCHEON OF THE Na-
TIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION, PITTSBURGH=-
Hivton HoTeL, PITTSBURGH, PA., JUNE 18,
1962
Mr. Chairman and members of the Na-

tional Coal Association, I am highly honored

to be here today to address the 45th anni-
versary luncheon of your fine organization.

And I certainly wish I could bring you happy

news from the banks of the Potomac—the

kind of news and information which would
herald greater economic activity through the
creation of a cooperative climate in which

American business and industry could

flourish and expand. I wish I could tell you

that there are increasing signs of a higher
degree of flscal and economic integrity on
the part of our Government; that an era of
balanced budgets and payments on the na-
tional debt is in sight which could pave
the way for sound and wise tax reductions.

I wish I could tell you that our Government

has learned its lesson and has begun to un-

derstand that no administration can follow

a policy antagonistic to business and serve

the best interests of the American people.

But I can't do this. The facts aren’t there.
One thing I believe we must all under-

stand is this: Regardless of whether or not
the Government is actually antibusiness, the
fact that the business community and the
American people believe it to be antibusi-
ness is a tremendous psychological factor
that can cause only trouble for the national
economy. If we assume, for the sake of
argument that the spokesmen for the New
Frontier mean what they say and really be-
lieve in the principle of a free, competitive
enterprise system, then they are guilty of
completely misunderstanding that system.
For, if they are sincere, they have committed
the crime of appearing antagonistic to the
system. They are guilty of sapping the sys-
tem's basic strength through engendering a
lack of confldence based on Government
action. They have committed the sin of
believing that the enterprise system can
function better if the Government replaces
the natural law of supply and demand with
administrative edicts in the name of the
public interest. All this has brought about
nationwide fear, uncertainty, and confusion.
It has created the worst possible climate for
increased business activity. It has aggra-
vated a situation marked by continued un-
employment, declining stock prices, a dis-
appearing gold supply, and a high rate of
business failures and slow starts.
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Consequently, if we accept the adminis-
tration’s arguments that it is not antibusi-
ness, then we are forced to the conclusion
that it doesn't understand. And such lack
of understanding, to my way of thinking,
can be just as dangerous as an admitted
antibusiness attitude.

Our national economy is an intricate and
sensitive system. It must be understood
both mechanically and psychologically by
the Government of the United States if we
are to remain strong at a time of worldwide
challenge. Itcannot be subjected to tamper-
ing and experimentation at the Government
level if it is to supply the employment and
materials for an expanding population,
This kind of treatment is always accom-
panied by the high-sounding theories of
men who have never had to meet a payroll,
struggle with technological changes, fight
rising labor costs, and adjust to burdensome
tax rates and Government regulations.
These theorists have the textbooks, but they
lack the Iinsight of practical experience.
They have the university degrees, but they
lack the personal knowledge of the market-
place. They have the power, but they don’t
understand when or how it should be used.

This, I suggest, is a highly dangerous sit-
uation. We are navigating in explosive eco-
nomic waters when the vast power and au-
thority of the National Government is being
handled by planners who lack fundamental
understanding. I say, very candidly, that
if this administration doesn't understand
the vital necessity for business confidence
and what massive Government harassment
can do to sap that confidence, then it is ill-
equipped to guide us through an era which
cries out for economic growth on a huge
scale. If this administration doesn't under-
stand that by its actions it has dried up
huge blocks of investment capital then it
will never solve such questions as unemploy-
ment and the adverse balance of interna-
tional payments. And if this administra-
tion believes that the old nostrums of the
1930's are sufficient to the requirements of
a sluggish economy today, it will do nothing
but insure more and deeper economic re-
cessions.

In short, gentlemen, our Government is
on the wrong road. And this is becoming
increasingly well known, not only to the
American people, but to foreign governments.
The lack of confidence which brought about
the Kennedy crash was not confined to do-
mestic investors. A lot of selling on the New
York Stock Exchange was done by foreign
investors, including the Swiss. And I don't
have to tell you that the market plunge in
this country was accompanied by plunges on
almost every other exchange in the world.
This lack of confldence on the part of for-
eign governments is really the answer today
to our dangerous gold supply situation. It
seems that everyone doesn't have his head
in the same sand that Dr. Heller and the
other White House economists like to hide in.
An increasing number of foreign govern-
ments question a fiscal policy based on def-
icit financing at a time when our interna-
tional payments are so far out of balance.
They know, even if our own Government
won't recognize the fact, that a day of fiscal
reckoning must follow a calculated policy
of inflation and irresponsibility.

It is an amazing fact that foreign govern-
ments and foreign investors can question our
fiscal policies in word and deed, but if
Americans gquestion these policlies the ad-
ministration claims that we don't under-
stand what it is trying to do in the public
interest. Well, I suggest that the public
interest is far broader than the concept
which is being followed along the New
Frontier. The true public interest, from
every conceivable standpoint, can best be
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served by putting our Government's finan-
cial house in order. The public interest re-
quires a truly balanced budget, an immedi-
ate reduction of Government spending, an
end to Government's punitive actions aimed
at business, a tax policy designed to spur
capital investment. These are just a few of
the actions which should be taken by our
Government if it is to truly serve the pub-
lic interest in a way that will make for a
sound, expanding economy upon which the
security system of this Nation and the entire
free world can rest.

But none of this is being done. The em-
phasis is on increased Government spending,
for any and all purposes. The administra-
tion is now jamming through the Congress a
bill for a huge public works program which
carries with it increased spending authority
in excess of $2 billion. It is asking for all
kinds of new Executive power—power over
tariffs, taxes, money supply. It is asking for
a wide range of items all of which will serve
to further restrict the free, untrammelled
operation of our economic system.

And, of course, all kinds of experts lend
thelr support to these proposals. Only the
other day, Adlal Stevenson dropped his pre-
occupation with the United Nations to tell
a group of graduates at Tufts University in
Medford, Mass., that increased public spend-
ing for education, urban development and
similar projects is “vital if the United States
economy is to expand.” This, of course, is
typical of the complete lack of understand-
ing that prevails in Government concerning
the proper methods of encouraging economic
growth. Public spending on public works
projects may provide temporary employment,
but it will not create new jobs in a fashion
that will help the economy to expand. But
the taxes required to support public works
spending will certainly help to draw off
money needed for capital investment and the
only type of economic activity that will
bring about the kind of growth this Nation
needs

Let me describe a country to you.

This country was going in heavily for gov~
ernment spending on welfare projects.

This country was interpreting the public
interest in terms of grandiose housing pro-
grams and other projects it felt its people
must have but which its people did not ask
for.

This country had a steady rate of employ-
ment but an increasing rate of unemploy-
ment. This country’s business was caught
in a profit squeeze because of unresisted wage
demands by labor unions.

This country was plagued with a high and
increasing rate of business failures.

This country was suffering from foreign
competition and a loss of oversea markets,

This country’s stock market prices were
declining at a time when its officials were
contending that its economy was “basically
sound.”

Now, despite the similarities you might
have noted, let me assure you that I am not
describing the United States of America in
the year 1962, I am describing the country
of Austria In the period between 1925 and
1929, just before it led the entire world into
financial panic which brought on the great
depression of the 1930's.

Too many of us today haven't taken the
trouble to go back and study conditions in
Austria which triggered the greatest de-
pression the world has ever experienced. We
are too much inclined to compare conditlons
as they exist today with conditions which
existed In the United States in the period
prior to 1929. The slide began in Austria,
and I belleve almost all the economic ex-
perts in the world are in general agreement
with that premise. So, for the real roots
of the great depression we must take a close
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look at conditions in Austria prior to the
collapse of the Kredit Anstadt. And when
we do that we come face-to-face with the
evil of public spending when it is extended
at the expense of the private economic strue-
ture.

The whole problem in Austria stemmed
from the fact that for a long time prior to
the 1929 collapse, that country had been
living on its capital funds. Now this isn't
just my opinlon. It was thoroughly docu-
mented in the October, 1932, issue of the
Harvard Business Review by Economist
Nicholas Kaldor, who I might point out was
an associate of John Maynard Eeynes. And
I commend this article, entitled “The Eco-
nomic Situation of Austria™ to those liberal
economists of the New Frontier who adhere
so religlously to the Keynesian tenets of
economics.

In this connection, too, I would recom-
mend a book written in 1834 by Lionel
Charles Robbins, professor of economics at
the University of London, entitled *The
Great Depression.” Mr. Robbins’ observa-
tions take on great significance, since they
were written only & few years after the Aus-
trian collapse and because they contain in-
formation pertalning to that collapse which
is particularly applicable to the situation we
find ourselves in today.

Let me gquote some of Mr. Robbins’ findings
for you verbatim:

“The crisis came. Throughout the years
since the war, the inhabitants of the Repub-
lic of Austria had been gradually consuming
their capital. The trade policles of the seces-
sion States had limited Austrian markets.
The economic pollcy of successive Austrian
governments and the Viennese municipality
accelerated the process which the Parls set-
tlement had begun.

“From 1813 to 1930 the value of the Aus-
trian industrial share capital shrank to a
fifth of its former dimensions. The ex-
penditure of the Viennese municipality on
its housing program alone since the Armi-
stice exceeded the total value of the capital
of all Austrian manufacturing joint-stock
companies.

“In the year 1931 it was calculated that
if all the undertakings In Austria were to
be sold at the value of their stock exchange
quotation for the autumn of that year, the
proceeds would not cover one-half of the
public expenditure for a single year.

“No financial system could stand such a
strain as this without collapse. One by one,
the financial houses in Vienna put up their
shutters. The slump intensified the capital
consumption.

“Early in May 1931, the Kredit Anstadt,
which had taken over the bad debts of its
predecessors, announced that it could not
meet its liabilities. The actual smash is
sometimes attributed to the political ten-
sion aroused by the untimely proposals for
an economic anschluss between Germany and
Austria. Whether this is so or not, there can
be no doubt that the ultimate cause of the
difficulty was the capital consumption of the
years which preceded it.

“The collapse was the beginning of a
worldwide financial erisis.”

Now I don't mean to suggest that the
United States is right now, at this moment,
headed for a depression such as we ex-
perienced in the early 1930's. But, I do be-
lieve that we must understand the ultimate
consequences of enlarging Government ex-
penditures in a time of heavy deficit., I
think we must see and see clearly what can
happen when a nation's capital structure
begins to dry up and stagnate. I think we
must avoid the experience of Austria by
adopting policies that will greatly accelerate
the rate of capital formation and investment
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in this country. Our present policies are
working with the opposite effect.

It is extremely important for us to under~
stand that the more money the Government
pumps into nonecapital ventures—ventures
which cost a lot but do not create economic
growth—the more it takes away from the
private sector of the economy. And the cost
of this is counted always in terms of lower
production and fewer jobs.

And this s happening to an ever greater
degree in the United States. The figures on
our capital growth over the years show a
dangerous trend and the movement is down-
ward. I would remind you that in 1957, new
capital investment in the United States to-
taled $36.9 billion. And the second quarter
rate for 1962 is pegged at only $36.6 billion.
This is not the rate of progress that will in-
sure growth.

Now it stands to reason that without
investment in new equipment, industry can-
not provide new jobs for our growing popu-
lation. It takes an Investment of approxi-
mately $18,500 to provide one new job in our
economy and this investment must be made
in the private sector—not the Government
sector. The Government can provide em-
ployment but not new jobs. And the em-
ployment provided by Government through
its various public works and welfare proj-
ects does nothing but take away from the
important private sector where our true eco-
nomic growth must occur. It drains away
money that otherwise could find its way into
productive and lasting chanels of the econ-
omy.

I suggest that the more we go In for these
huge Government spending schemes the
closer we get to the situation that existed
in Austria prior to the great depression. If
the trend isn't checked, this Nation eventu-
ally will begin to live off its capital and its
indnst.ry will be forced to operate at a net
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This is the direction in which we are
headed. It can be changed only if actions
are taken to spur the rate of capital growth
50 that it can keep pace with the in [
demands of our obligations at home and
abroad.

One of the essentlals in any program to
increase the rate of capital growth and thus
expand the economy is a realistic proposal
for liberalization of depreciation allowances
in the tax structure. Now, here I am talking
about far greater relief than is proposed by
the Administration in its tax credit idea.
I am talking about the kind of writeoffs
that can get American business to work
right now on the replacement of some $90
billlon worth of aging and obsolete
machinery., This, I suggest, would prove a
greater boon to the economy and do more
to correct the unemployment situation than
any other single course now open to the
Government. It also would do a great deal
to ease the problem of forelgn competition
with American Industry. We need this new
equipment, We need to modernize and do
it quickly if we are to compete on a quality
basis with the rising natlons of Western
Europe and Japan.

I am talking about tax relief for business.
I am talking about tax relief that is needed
right now—not sometime next year. And
I am talking about the kind of tax relief
that can provide the economic growth we
so desperately need. In fact, I am such a
great believer in the advantages uf proper
and adequate depreciation allowances that I
am convinced the President could overcome
lack of confidence in hils administration al-
most overnight by sending Congress a spe-
cial message demanding such relief in the
public interest.
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The whole idea that the way to buck up
the economy is through accelerated Govern-
ment spending on leaf-raking, make-work
programs and welfare chemes is completely
false. We learned this back in the days of
the Great Depression when the New Deal
went in for enormous pump-priming efforts
which did nothing but reduce tke capital
structure of the economy and iail to pull
us out of our economic slump. As a matter
of fact, it took demand created by the out-
break of World War II to end the last depres-
sion. Nothing the Government did prior
to that time helped in any way. It only
served to aggravate and deepen the trouble.

But still the administration persists in
these discredited policies. It is, in effect,
recreating the atmosphere of the New Deal
days. And the outlook is for an extended
period of economic drag. This will be
marked by continued unemployment, by a
contraction of business investment in new
plants and equipment, by a downgrading of
profits, and by an accelerated demand on
the part of labor for more and more Gov-
ernment intervention.

These, I suggest, will be the fruits of busi-
ness pessimism based on the outlook for in-
creased Government tampering with the
natural laws of the marketplace and for a
continuation of unsound Government mone-
tary and fiscal policies.

The Government is, of course, issuing all
sorts of statements attesting to the basic
soundness of our economic system. But the
fact that it has to make such statements
indicates that something is wrong. The Gov-
ernment can, with complete honesty, point
to the fact that personal savings are at a
record high. But the fact that these sav-
ings aren't being fed into the channels of
capital formation shows that something is
wrong. Why do people prefer to leave their
money on idle deposit rather than invest it
in active business? This is worthy of close
attention. There has long been a belief in
our society that, under capitalism, the man
who hoards is punished—punished by the
loss of earnings. So, if this Is the case and
a growing number of American people are
voluntarily submitting to economic punish-
ment it can only be because they are not
confident of the future for business under
present conditions.

This, of course, was the great lesson of the
Kennedy crash. Regardless of how you ex-
plain away the plunge in stock prices with
fancy economic theories, the fact remains
that the wave of selling constituted a mas-
sive vote of “no-confldence” in the present
administration’s attitudes toward business
and its ability to get the economy of the
country really moving.

President Kennedy complains that his
critics are using arguments reminiscent of
the 1930°'s to oppose his economic policies.
It never seems to occur to him that the
measures he has offered for the avowed pur-
pose of “getting America moving” are nothing
but retreads of unsuccessful Government
programs offered during the New Deal. And
the arguments against fiscal irresponsibility
don’t change merely because an administra-
tion decides that the situation has become
“sophisticated and complex.”

In his widely advertised economic address
at Yale, the President wrote off the books
everything about the economic situation
that disturbs the American people and holds
back economic growth. This is all “mythol-
ogy,” f we are to believe the Chief Execu-
tive. The budget, he tells us, is “not simply
irrelevant; it is actively misleading” and,
consequently, it shouldn't be regarded as a
measure of soundness. In other words, the
President is telling us that he has decided
the budget doesn't count so there is no need
for anyone to want to balance it.
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The President also consigns to mythology
the argument that Federal deficits lead to
inflation. And, having adopted this com-
fortable new theory, he goes all out to find
justification for more public debt. He tells
us that it is only a myth that the national
debt is growing at a dangerously rapid rate.
Perhaps the administration’s request for a
higher ceiling on the debt is nothing but a
myth and the $9.4 billlon we pay every year
in interest on the debt is nothing but a
mirage.

I suggest that the realities of our fiscal
situation are not the kind that can be dis-
missed through the medium of Presidential
rhetoric. Nor do they lend themselves to
new theories in the name of sophistication
which deny the application of sound fiscal
practice. They are grave and they are serl-
ous. They require of our national leaders
a degree of high responsibility based on the
same principles that you and I and every
businessman in the country are forced to
observe if we are to avold ruin.

In this situation, I firmly believe that the
hope of the Nation and the free enterprise
system rests with the Congress of the United
States and those people in the House and
Senate who see clearly the trouble we are in
and the dangers ahead. And it demands of
all of us our very best efforts to see that
the ranks of those who believe in a sound
economy are strengthened in the forthcom-
ing elections.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, is
there further morning business?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide
for the establishment, ownership, opera-
tion, and regulation of a commercial
communications satellite system, and
for other purposes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana obtained the
floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me
with the understanding he will not lose
his right to thc floor?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I may
yield to the Senator from Montana with-
out losing my right to the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to suggest the absence of a quorum,
with the understanding that the Sena-
tor from Louisiana will not lose his right
to the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Montana? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 94 Leg.]
Alken Anderson Beall
Allott Bartlett Bennett

Bible Gruening Moss

Boggs Hart Mundt
Burdick Hayden Murphy
Bush Hickey Muskie
Butler Hill Neuberger
Byrd, Va Holland Pastore
Byrd, W. Va Hruska Prouty
Cannon Humphrey Robertson
Carlson Jackson Russell

Case, N.J Javits Saltonstall
Case, 8. Dak Johnston Scott
Chavez Jordan Smathers
Church Keating Smith, Maine
Clark Kefauver Sparkman
Cooper Kerr Stennis
Curtis Kuchel Symington
Dirksen Lausche Talmadge
Dodd Long, La. Thurmond
Douglas Magnuson Tower
Dworshak Mansfield Wiley
Ellender MeCarthy Williams, N.J.
Engle McClellan Williams, Del.
Ervin Metcalf Yarborough
Fulbright Monroney Young, Ohio
Goldwater Morse

Gore Morton

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT-
LanD], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HARTKE], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Long], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGee]l, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral, the Senator from
Rhode Island [(Mr, PeLL], the Senator
from Wisconsin [(Mr. Proxmirel, and
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SmiTH] are absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Lowng], and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr, Ran-
DOLPH] are necessarily absent.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHARTI],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron], the Senators from Iowa [Mr.
HickenLooPER and Mr. MiLLEr], the
Senator from EKansas [Mr. PEARSON],
and the Senator form North Dakota
[Mr. Younc] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FoNG]
is absent on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). A quorum is
present,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr.
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Louisiana yield to the
Senator from Texas?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield, pro-
vided I do not lose my right to the floor.

Presi-

ABILENE REPORTER-NEWS DIS-
CUSSES EAST TEXAS OIL SCANDAL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the growing investigation into the
slanted drilling in east Texas oilfields
was discussed in a recent editorial in
the Abilene Reporter-News of Abilene,
Tex. Because of the national interest
in this development in an industry so
important to the national economy, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an editorial from the Abi-
lene Reporter-News of June 12, 1962,
entitled “Eastex Slanted Oil Well Probe
Bares Major Scandal.”
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EASTEX SLANTED OmL WELL PROBE BARES
MAJOR SCANDAL

A spectacular scandal with far-reaching
implications is being unvelled in the east
Texas ollfields.

It has been rumbling for months and
growing in scope week by week.

Until now it has not made the exciting
splash on the Texas scene that it might have
because of the fabulous Billle Sol Estes case
in west Texas, which has become a scandal
of national proportions, and one of the big-
gest of the century.

Persistent rumors made the grapevine
some time ago that many east Texas oll
wells didn’t go straight down. They slanted
in the direction of neighboring leases, with
the result that the completed wells boot-
legged hot oll from adjoining properties.

Moving methodically and firmly in inves-
tigating the scandal are the Texas Railroad
Commission, Texas Attorney General’s De-
partment, and the department of publie
safety which includes both the highway
patrol and the legendary Texas Rangers.

The Federal Petroleum Board also is in-
volved in the Investigation, and ultimately
the Internal Revenue Department might also
get 1ts oar in If income tax irregularities are

ted.

At week’s end, the first criminal charge
resulting from the scandal was on the books
in Dallas. A Longview operator was charged
with theft. The complaint alleges a $6 mil-
lion swindle of a Dallas oil company through
deviation (slant) drilling, and phony oll
wells.

Meanwhile, about 50 Texas Rangers and
highway patrolmen are standing guard
around the clock in the east Texas ollfields
to prevent sabotage of suspiclous wells before
their drilling angles can be investigated.

Checks already have proved 12 wells
deviated illegally. Attorney General Will
‘Wilson said one of the deviated wells slanted
56°. Rallroad commission rules prohibit a
deviation of more than 3°.

This particular well bottomed at 3,500 feet
below the surface of the ground, but held
5,100 feet of pipe. The horizontal distance
from the ground opening of this well and
its bottom was 3,286 feet.

One newspaper has estimated illegal drill-
ing deviations may be pirating hot oil worth
$6 million per month. Another published
report sald 200 to 300 leases were involved,
and possibly as many as 1,000 wells.

So far there are no important political
implications. Two rallroad commission em-
ployees have been fired and three others
resigned since the investigation began.

It will take some time yet to complete the
investigation and define the scope of alleged
irregularities. One result s certain: There
will be a mass of civil lawsuits filed In east
Texas courts by companies and individuals
seeking recovery of multiple millions of dol-
lars lost through pirated oil.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
wish to emphasize some of the para-
graphs of that editorial:

A spectacular scandal with far-reaching
implications is being unveiled in the east
Texas oilfields.

It has been running for months and grow-
ing in scope week by week,

Until now it has not made the exciting
splash on the Texas scene that it might have
because of the fabulous Billle Sol Estes case
in west Texas, which has become a scandal
of national proportions, and one of the big-
gest of the century.

Persistent rumors made the grapevine
some time ago that many east Texas oll
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wells didn’t go straight down. They slanted
in the direction of neighboring leases, with
the result that the completed wells boot-
legged hot oll from adjoining properties.

Moving methodically and firmly in inves-
tigating the scandal are the Texas Railroad
Commission, Texas Attorney General's De-
partment, and the department of public
safety which includes both the highway
patrol and the legendary Texas Rangers.

The Federal Petroleum Board also is in-
volved in the investigation; and ultimately
the Internal Revenue Department might also
get its oar in if income tax irregularities
are suspected.

At week's end, the first criminal charge
resulting from the scandal was on the books
in Dallas. A Longview operator was charged
with theft. The complaint alleges a $6 mil-
lion swindle of a Dallas oil company through
deviation (slant) drilling, and phony oil
wells.

Mr, President, the Dallas Times Herald
has estimated that this theft of oil
amounts to $6 million worth a month.
In the course of 256 months, that would
be $150 million worth of stolen oil, which
thereby becomes hot oil passing through
the pipelines in violation of the Pederal
Connally “Hot Oil” Aet. I continue:

Meanwhile, about 50 Texas Rangers and
highway patrolmen are standing guard
around the clock in the east Texas ollfields
to prevent sabotage of suspiclous wells be-
fore their drilling angles can be investigated.

The Railroad Commission Rules, as I
have pointed out, permit a well to deviate
as much as 3 degrees from the point
where it enters the ground to the point
where it bottoms; but some wells have
bottomed off as much as 56 degrees from
the point of entry. I continue:

This particular well bottomed at 3,600 feet
below the surface of the ground, but held
5,100 feet of plpe. The horizontal distance
from the ground opening of this well and its
bottom was 3,286 feet.

One newspaper has estimated illegal drill-
ing deviations may be pirating hot oil worth
#6 million per month. Another published
report sald 200 to 300 leases were involved,
and possibly as many as 1,000 wells,

My, President, slanted oil wells are the
most monumental fraud and theft scan-
dal for decades in my State, if the esti-
mate of the Dallas Times Herald that
$6 million a month of illegal oil is being
produced is borne out by subsequent in-
vestigations. As has been stated, armed
guards have been assigned to prevent the
sabotaging of the wells and to prevent
their destruction before they can be
checked.

EFFORTS TO SAVE BIRD SPECIES
FROM EXTINCTION

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
the National Audubon Society will hold
its 58th annual convention this year
in Texas.

This is the first time Texas has been
privileged to be host to the distinguished,
dedicated National Audubon Society.
The convention will be held between No-
vember 10 and 13 at Corpus Christi, Tex.,
near the site of the proposed Padre
Island National Seashore Area.

Thus the National Audubon Society
members will have a firsthand oppor-
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tunity to view the site, which, if made
into a national seashore area, will add to
the treasured areas of America where
birdlife is safe from harm.

Mr. President, in connection with the
problem of finding sanctuary for bird
species fast becoming extinet, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp an article entitled
“One Hundred and Twenty Species of
Birds Facing Extinction,” published in
the Washington Post of today, June 19,
1962.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY SPECIES OF BIRDS
FACING EXTINCTION

NEw YoRK, June 18.—More than 120 dif-
ferent kinds of birds are In danger of ex-
tinction in some part of the world today.
Hence the strong accent on threatened birds
and how to save them at the 13th world
conference of the International Council for
Bird Preservation, which has been meeting
in New York City.

Delegates from 35 countries attended.

At least a dozen specles of birds are in
danger in the United States, according to a
report presented by Dr. John W. Aldrich of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In this
respect America compares badly with Europe,
where, since the Great Auk became extinct
over a century ago, no birds have been in
danger of extermination,

North America has already lost the Pas-
senger pigeon, the Heath hen, the Carolina
paroquet, the Great Auk and the Labrador
duck In the past 150 years, and now the
prospects for several other birds, such as the
Everglades kite, the Hawaiian gallinule and
Attwater’s prairie chicken, a relative of the
Heath hen, are considered poor. Only six
specimens of the Everglades kite, for in-
stance, still survive, four males and two
females, and they did not breed this year.
The California condor with 60 survivors is
also in trouble.

However, there was better news about some
other birds, notably the ivory-billed wood-
pecker which had not been seen for 10 years
before a pair was sighted in Louisiana in
March of this year, and the Eskimo curlew,
which has been reappearing on migration
in Texas in very small numbers after having
been believed extinct since 1945,

The trumpeter swan, Eastern turkey, and
Hudsonlan godwit are now considered to be
out of danger.

Vigorous efforts to protect certain rare
species were also reported to the conference.
The wild population of the Whooping crane,
for instance, which now breeds only in Wood
Buffalo National Park in Northern Canada
and winters only on the Gulf Coast In Texas,
has been raised from 14 in 1938 to 38 in
1062. Recenly a threat to route a railway
line close to the bird’s breeding grounds has
been averted.

The reasons why birds become extinct are
changing. Direct slaughter, which account-
ed for the Dodo, the Great Auk and the Pas-
senger pigeon, is now a much less significant
factor. Instead, destruction of the habitat
is becoming more and more important,

A new and deadly factor is feared to be
behind the serious and widespread decrease
in the numbers of birds of prey, reported
to the conference from many countries,
among them Britain, the United States, and
Israel. This is seco polsoning from
eating birds or small mammals which have
themselves fed on grain, leaves, or insects
contaminated by highly polsonous farm
chemicals such as DDT and Aldrin. No
positive proof of thls is yet available, but
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the general opinion is that this is much the
most likely explanation of the sudden de-
crease of birds of prey since the use of these
chemicals became widespread.

COMMERCIAL COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE SYSTEM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11040) to provide for the
establishment, ownership, operation, and
regulation of a commercial communica-
tions satellite system, and for other pur-
Pposes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, in the
absence of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Loncl, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendments desig-
nated “6-15-62—T,” and ask that they
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Beginning with line 12 on page 33, it is
proposed to strike out everything through
line 16 on page 34 and insert in lleu thereof
the following:

“(b) No communications common carrier
shall own any shares of stock in the corpo-
ration either directly or indirectly through
subsidiaries or affiliated companies, nomi-
nees, or any persons subject to its direction
or control.”

Beginning with “Such” on page 34, line 20,
strike out everything through page 35, line 2.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Louisiana wish the
amendments to be considered en bloc?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; I ask
that the amendments be considered en
bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is my view of this communica-
tions satellite bill that its principal fail-
ure has been that it does not undertake
to guarantee maximum competition be-
tween the new communications system
made possible by our $25 billion invest-
ment in outer space and the existing
communications systems.

In no way do I intend to harm the Bell
Telephone System. The profitable oper-
ation of this corporation will be assured
as far into the future as any of us can
see. If it should ultimately become
necessary for American Telephone &
Telegraph, the parent of the Bell System,
to engage in the communications satel-
lite field in order to remain a profitable
operation, that decision can be made in
the light of facts as of that time. At the
present time, all the allegations are the
other way. The propaganda inspired by
A.T. & T. has beeen to the effect that this
communications satellite will not work,
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that the experiment in this area will not
prove significant. ‘

For example, in the hearings held be-
fore the Committee on Commerce, Mr.
Dingman testified, at page 187:

It is also clalmed that a communications
satellite system controlled by carrlers hav-
ing heavy investments In existing facilities
which the satellite system might obsolete
would retard development of such a system.
This too is nonsense, and for many reasons.
No one has suggested that satellites will pro-
vide a better quality of service than modern
submarine cables. Nor does any knowledge-
able person say that we should abandon all
other means of international communica-
tions in favor of satellites. This would, of
course, be folly in this troubled world. Con-
celvably, satellites may one day tend to re-
tard the expansion of cables, although this
is highly questionable. But satellites cer-
tainly will not obsolete cables before their
time. Moreover, it must be remembered that
certain of the foreign communications agen-
cles which will be expected to participate in
the ownership of the satellite system also
have large investments in cables and other
exlsting facilities. This nonexistent prob-
lem of obsolescence would therefore not be
overcome by excluding U.S. carriers from
participation in the satellite system.

There we have a typical illustration of
the testimony of witnesses for the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co., who
say that the proposed satellite would not
be very good; that it would be a long
time before it could be expected to make
money from it; nevertheless, they would
like to have it, even though it may not
be valuable. -

I have read articles in magazines such
as Life which have undertaken to convey
the impression that the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co. already has such
a satellite and expects to provide a fan-
tastic new service with it. If the pro-
posed service should become so efficient
and effective that the great American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. and the Bell
System, which it possesses, should feel
it necessary to own a satellite and have
satellite communications in order to be
an effective competitor, there is nothing
to prevent Congress at that time from
providing Government assistance.

What I am saying is that if we are
going to undertake to put a satellite and
a satellite system into orbit and make
it a privately owned system, we should
undertake to see to it that there will
be maximum competition between the
new technology and the old technology.
Congress did that sort of thing when
it refused to permit the railroads to own
the water carriers or the airlines or the
buslines; and there is no doubt that if
a competitive system is established, the
new competfitor will find it necessary
drastically to reduce rates in order to get
the business; and the evidence available
to some of us is that when this new
system is put into effective operation, it
will be possible very greatly to reduce
rates.

What some of us object fo, in connec-
tion with this bill, is that we can see in
it ways by means of which this new com-
munications system could be made a
mere supplement of the old system, with-
out giving the public the benefit of the
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very great rate reductions and very great
economies and perhaps additional sery-
ice as early as it could be made available,
And as I shall develop during the de-
bate, the record of the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co. is not too good in
regard to putting new technologies into
effective use as rapidly as it possesses
them.

It should be noted that, while this bill
does make some provision for maximum
competition in securing parts and com-
ponents for the new system, it makes no
adequate provision for maximum com-
petition between the new system and ex-
isting systems of communication. The
only language I am able to discover in
the bill which goes to this need appears
in section 102, which is the “Declaration
of policy and purpose.” In subsection
(¢) of that section, this language ap-
pears:

It is the intent of Congress that the cor-
poration created under this act be so organ-
ized and operated as to maintain and
strengthen competition in the provision of
communications services to the publiec.

But, Mr. President, this is merely the
declaration of the policy of this bill. No
further language along these lines ap-
pears in the bill, which means that no
provision to implement this policy has
been included. The FCC is directed,
elsewhere in the bill, to assure competi-
tion in the procurement of components
for the new system; but no language ap-
pears directing it or anyone else to carry
out the policy which the above-quoted
language would appear to set.

Mr. President, here is the crucial issue.
It is not a question of public versus pri-
vate ownership, insofar as this Senator
is concerned. The gquestion is whether
we are going to favor competitive free
enterprise, or at least competition be-
tween existing modes of communication,
transportation, and other services, or
whether we favor welding the entire
system—whether it be transportation or
communication—into a single monop-
olistic giant., It is this trend toward
monopoly that I am determined to resist.
As a chairman of a Subcommittee on
Monopoly, it is possible that I feel this
duty more strongly and view this matter
more clearly than do some other Sen-
ators.

I see in this bill both the method
by which the largest monopoly on earth
could get control of a potentially com-
petitive system, and the means whereby
this monopoly could frustrate or prevent
the rapid development of the system in
the event it could not obtain adeguate
control to suit its purposes.

In fact, it is clearly within the realm
of possibility that the largest single
stockholder in the system would see fit
to retard the growth of the system, rath-
er than speed it. It is crucial to the
growth and development of this Nation
that this sort of thing not be permitted.

I would like to give Senators some idea
of the size of the A.T. & T. system. While
many of us speak over the telephones
of the A.T. & T. system every day, we
do not know how large it is, with the
subsidiary companies it controls.
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I ask unanimous consent to include at
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of the American Telephone & Telegraph

June ‘19
There being no objection, the table

this point in the Recorp a statement of Co. The source of this table is the A.T. was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

the principal investments in subsidiaries

& T. Annual Report for 1960, at page 21.

as follows:

TasrLe 1.—American Telephone & Telegraph Co. investments in subsidiaries and in other companies, Dec. 31, 1960

[Dollars in thousands)

Capital stocks owned Capital stocks owned
by A.T. & T. Co. Advances by A.T. & T. Co. Advances
from from
AT & T, AT & T,
Percent Cost Co. Percent Cost Ca.
owned owned
Principal te one subsidiaries: Principal telephone subsidiaries—Continued
New En Telephnne & Telegraph Co.. 09,33 £310, 641 £84, 000 Mountain States Telephone & Telegraph
New York Telephone Co.-.oooo - 100.00 | 1,424,280 | .., - o.__ (e S VTN "1 o Al 8. 75 $439, 195 $18, 200
New Jersey Bell Telephone Co.. 100, 00 523, 667 18, 400 Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co..____.__ 89.62 | 1,402, 360 134, 000
Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylva i 100, 00 666, 316 15, 500 ——
Diamond Btate Telephone Co..o_ ... 100. 00 41, 700 4,175 L e e e et la e 10, 441, 301 519, 475
Chesapeake & Potomae Telephone Co. ... 100, 00 101 000 , 200 _—
Chmpeuka & Potomae Telephone (‘o oI Othcr aubsidiarhs
Marylan ] . 100. 00 220, 408 28, 800 'I‘elnghone Lnlmmtorios, Ine.. =N 50, 00 27,500 | 5]
Chesa Wrstern lectric Co., 99, 82 T8 800 | e
i 100, 00 250, 000 28, 000 195 Broadway Corp......... 100. 00 26, 015 4, 600
Chusnpmko & Potomac Telephone Co. of (L4 S e U el e e RS e 31, 068 3,650
L g s SR 100. 00 7, 700
Southern Bell Tele]ﬂlnn@ & Telegraph Co.. 100.00 | 1, 206.81? 29, 000 i) PR S R AR o e SRt O G E e 823, 044 8, 250
Ohlo Bell Tel(' hone COoeevcenea- 100. 00 2, 042 17, 500 —
lephone O 49, 00 -!09.8 18,000 || Other companies
Indim Be‘l!l Telephonl: 5T ATy T e RO 100. 00 208, 587 6, 200 Bouthern New England Telephone Co. . 19. 06 36, 990 4, 600
W lephone Co_._____. vl 100. 00 2‘!8, 224 5, 600 Cineinnati & Suburban Bell Telephone Co_ 20, 83 21, 0656 8, 100
Tllinois Bell Telephone Co. ... 99. 32 671, 422 39, 000 Bell Telephone Co. of Canada_.._.._.._____ 3. 51 o R e i LU
Northwestern Bell Telephone C = 100. 00 4!],0&0 17, 900 Miscellaneous investments. . ol ... 28, b et o L
Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.oooeoeooas 00.99 | 1,243,243 25, 000
Botal . s e e e s e 105, 214 12, 700
Source: A.T, & T, Annual Report (1960}, p. 21.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It will be this Nation negotiates with other coun- allow a private corporation, established

seen that this great corporation pretty
well encompasses the Nation from coast
to coast and accounts for over 90 per-
cent of all telephone service in the
United States.

Furthermore, Mr. President, while it
is true that the bill does not state that
the American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
will own or control the satellite, I must
say that articles appearing in magazines
and elsewhere certainly give the impres-
sion that that would be the case. We
have seen articles printed, I believe with
the concurrence of the great American
Telephone & Telegraph Co., which give
the impression it belongs to them
already.

Here is a little squib which appeared in
the New York Times of yesterday. It
reads:

Go, Go, Go, AT. & T.

The administration is eyeing Cape Canav-
eral, Fla,, apprehensively these days, fearful
that the rocket-launching schedule there
may give rise to renewed charges that the
New Frontier is “antibusiness.”

At present the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. is pressing forward with the
launching of its privately financed Telstar
communications satellite. The company has
been given a deadline of mid-July, after
which a test of the Government-financed
relay communications satellite is to begin.

Sensitive Kennedy backers are hoping
that A.T. & T. will meet the deadline, thus
sparing the administration the distasteful
and politically prickly task of knocking the
Nation's largest corporation off the launching
pad.

There again we may get the impres-
sion that A.T. & T. owns this facility al-
ready. During the course of this debate,
I shall present similar information along
the same line.

I would point out there is still a great
amount to be done before an effective
communications system can be placed in
orbit. It also seems to me that when

tries—foreign nations—to make agree-
ments, using the sovereign power of this
Nation, this Government should speak
for itself, rather than authorize some
private profit corporation to negotiate in
the name of the United States of
America,

I suppose there may be a precedent
somewhere in which the United States
has authorized a company to go to a for-
eign nation as the spokesman for this
Nation in foreign affairs, in pursuance of
its own advantage, but I simply know of
no such precedent in my own experience.

What is needed at present is, first, the
development of this Nation’s capacity to
put a satellite into outer space and make
it useful. In my judgment, that should
be done before we undertake to give it
away, or to sell it to someone, or to make
it available to some other country.

I notice the report of the House com-
mittee on the Communications Space
Act of 1962, under the heading of “Why
Legislation Now?"” seems to have a judg-
ment that parallels my judgment, name-
ly, that legislation like the pending bill
is not needed in order to get a satellite
into outer space, that it is not needed in
order to develop the system, that it is
not needed in order to proceed as rapid-
ly as possible in order to develop this new
facility. The reason why the legislation
is needed is to enable a corporation to
speak for America, an unprecedented
act, instead of letting America speak for
America which is—I suppose it has been
done previously, but I do not know of it.
At one time Pan American Airways
sought to designate itself as spokesman
for the United States, but that effort
failed.

From reading page 8 of the House re-
port, under the heading “Why Legisla-
tion Now?” one would gain the impres-
sion that the need for legislation is to

for profit purposes, to negotiate with
foreign countries for the United States
of America.

It should be noted that in practically
every foreign country the telephone sys-
tems are owned by the Government. The
telephone service is controlled by the
Government. In some nations the sys-
tem is part private and part Govern-
ment owned. I believe this Nation is
unique in that the telephone companies
are privately owned.

We know what fantastic power is
available in the hands of any one tele-
phone company if it wanted to use that
power. For one thing, it could listen to
the conversation of any person, if it
thought it necessary. In the hands of
Communist nations, the telephone sys-
tems are used to “bug” conversations,
even if a person is not on the telephone.
There 15 fantastic power available to any
group that owns a telephone system.
This Nation is the only one that has
shown confidence in permitting a private
company to furnish telephone service
and to leave it without Government con-
trol, except insofar as relates to regulat-
ing rates.

I do not quarrel with that result. I
point out that the argument as to why
the legislation is needed now relates not
to the need of getting into outer space,
or technical development, but to the set-
ting up of a corporation to speak for this
Government in foreign policy—a very
serious matter—and negotiate with other
governments, most of whom own their
own telephone systems.

There is still much engineering work
to be done. There is no question about it.

Before I get to that subjeet, I should
like to read from the House report to
make clear for the record what I am
addressing myself to.

The question in the subhead is, “Why
Legislation Now?"




1962

I read from the report:

In view of all of these facts which make
the establishment of a global communica-
tions satellite system very much a thing of
the future, the question might be asked why
it is necessary to enact legislation now, and
why the establishment of a communications
satellite corporation cannot await the con-
clusion of the international agreements upon
which the establishment and operation of
such a global system depend. The answer
to this question is very clear.

If a natlonal policy of private ownership
and operation of the U.S. portion of the in-
ternational system is to be assured, the in-
strumentality therefor must be established
now. If this instrumentality is not created
at the earliest possible date, all planning for
U.S. participation in the international sys-
tem will have to be done by Government
agencles. Our private communications car-
rlers, especlally in view of the antitrust laws,
will be prevented from cooperating effec-
tively with each other and with the Govern-
ment agencies in preparing effective plans
for U.S. participation in the international
system. The creation at this time of the
needed instrument, in the form of a private
corporation, will provide the machinery
through which existing carriers and other
private individuals and groups which desire
to participate financially in this new venture
may do so. As a private corporation its se-
curities would, of course, be subject to ap-
plicable securities laws, including those ad-
ministered by the Securities and Exchange
Commission.

Mr. President, it makes more sense at
this particular stage in the game—since
we do not know whether it will work and
there is no one with whom to communi-
cate—that the U.S. Government should
speak for the U.S. Government. The
people with whom we shall be negotiat-
ing on the other side of the table will be
spokesmen of the governments of the
foreign countries. It makes sense to
this Senator to go ahead with the nego-
tiations and with the agreement, if it is
desired to assign wave lengths and
channels, and to permit A.T. & T. to ad-
vise the Government if it wishes to ad-
vise the Government, or to permit other
private corporations to advise the Gov-
ernment, instead of having the Govern-
ment advise the corporations. We
should permit the United States to go
ahead, as it has done traditionally, and
negotiate agreements,

There is nothing in the antitrust laws
which would forbid any of these corpo-
rations, provided they have the consent
of the Government, from cooperating in
any way in which they wish, in talking
about negotiating agreements. The
Federal Communications Commission, in
fact, authorized these communications
common carriers to get together and to
make their own plans for the ownership
and operation of a communications satel-
lite system. They did that, operating
as a so-called ad hoc committee. If that
can be authorized today, in violation of
the antitrust laws, with the acquiescence
and support of the Department of
Justice, there is no reason these com-
mercial concerns could not act similarly
if they undertook merely to give advice,
insofar as oversea agreements are con-
cerned, affecting the service that the
American common carriers would relay
on to users of their service.

The statement has been made that
this matter should be turned over to
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free enterprise. I am in favor of free
enterprise. My definition of free enter-
prise refers to competition, that is, the
greatest possible competition that can
be achieved whenever it can be accom-
plished. Only when we cannot achieve
it by competition should we turn it over
to a monopoly. Let us see what the
Communist textbook says about our free
enterprise system. I am quoting the
Communist textbook. This is not my
definition of free enterprise. I read:

During the period of Imperiallsm there
occurs a fusion of the state apparatus and
the monopolies. As a matter of fact, the
monopolies, which rule the economy, subor-
dinate the state apparatus to themselves,
and use it for multiplylng their profits and
strengthening their domination.

The ruling monopolies capture for them-
selves and use in their own interest the
property of the state. State property in
capitalist countries is created as a result of
the building of enterprises, rallways, ar-
senals, ete., at the expense of the govern-
ment budget and by way of nationalization,
ie., the transfer of certain private enter-
prises to the government for a generous
compensation.

Often, state enterprises are given in lease
to large firms on very favorable terms. The
monopolies receive from the state a number
of benefits and privileges, such as reduced
rates on electric power, reduced railroad
rates, etc. In capitallst countries, there is
a widespread practice of reprivatization, i.e.,
the transfer of state enterprises into private
ng;') usually at giveaway prices (ibid.,
P. \

I do not want to see our space activity
conducted on that basis, to fit the Com-
munist textbook definition. I would
like to see the activity conducted in such
a way that when it goes into private
ownership it goes into an ownership de-
signed to assure maximum competition
with existing means of communications,
rather than simply being turned over to
the greatest monopoly in the history of
all mankind. I should like to say, also,
that insofar as this effort is concerned,
we cannot separate the space satellite
itself from the effort to place it into
orbit.

In that connection I should like to
read from the ad hoc committee report.
This committee was made up of the
American Cable & Radio Co., the Amer-
jcan Telephone & Telegraph Co., the
Hawaiian Telephone Co., Press Wireless,
Inc., the Radio Corp. of Puerfo Rico,
RCA Communications, Inc.,, South
Puerto Rico Sugar Corp., Tropical Ra-
dio & Telegraph Co., and the Western
Union Telegraph Co.

Of that group the American Tele-
phone & Telegraph represents about 85
percent of the economic power. Listen
to what they have tosay:

Government and industry research and
development activities during the coming
year should provide much additional scien-
tific knowledge relating to communications
satellites. Technical problems on which
facts are needed for the development of an
operational system include (a) location,
strength, and significance of damaging radia-
tion, including life expectancy of satellites
operating in the space environment; (b)
how to achieve reliable control and sta-
bilization of attitude; (¢) how to achieve
rellable positional eontrol in orbit; (d) how
to place heavy payloads into high equatorial
orbits; and (e) significance of time delay due
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to long transmission paths, and appropriate
corrective measures for echo,

Except for the last one, they are all
a part of Aerospace Research.

‘With respeect to the latter I quote from
page 130 of the hearing I conducted
last year:

With respect to telephone services, it is a
matter of opinion if this time delay is
enough to be objectionable. Many ftele-
phone engineers consider this delay to be
unimportant.

So far as the equities of the Govern-
ment and the taxpayers are concerned,
if we compare this proposal with the
construction of a television station, in-
cluding the gigantic tower which would
have to be built—and the proposed satel-
lite would be the equivalent of a tele-
vision tower 25,000 miles in space—it can
be seen that a tremendous portion of
the investment necessary would have to
come from the Government, and the
Government has already contributed an
enormous part of it.

Of course, a substantial amount of
engineering and development work still
remains to be done; there is no ques-
tion about it. Yet it is by doing these
things, by visualizing the systems and
going ahead and building them, that the
objectives will be attained. For exam-
ple, the first railroad train really was
not much of a train; nevertheless, it was
the fact that the first train was built,
ran on tracks, and was constantly im-
proved that permitted the eventual de-
velopment of the transportation system
which we now have.

Technically the proposed systems
must, of necessity, be global in their
coverage and in the service which they
provide, If one were up on a satellite,
the world would appears as a small
place; he would not see national bound-
aries.

International eooperation in such sys-
tems is inherent in the technology. For
example, in the communication area, the
satellite will act as a repeater of mes-
sages originating at one point and re-
ceived at another, and it makes very
little difference whether it is New York
and London or Timbuktu, insofar as the
satellite is concerned. It will work
equally well.

Weather information is just as read-
ily available from Japan as it is from
the United States or any other part of
the world, and if an intelligent and a
really able job of using this information
to its maximum advantage is to be done,
it will be necessary to have information
from the entire globe, not merely some
small part of it, and it would not cost
much more to do the whole job than it
would the small part.

For navigation, the satellite would
work just as well for the ships of the
Europeans, of the South Americans or
anyone else as it would for those of the
United States.

From a reconnaissance point of view,
it is just as easy to examine the entire
globe and to know what is going on all
over the world as it is any one particu-
lar area.

If we are to realize the full technical
potential which I believe this technology
offers, there will have to be a substantial
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international agreement on how the
services are to be used and an interna-
tional acceptance of the belief that these
services are going to be valuable for all
nations and not just the United States.

~We really have to convince the other
nations of the world that the new tech-
nology holds promise for their safety
and well-being. Their active support
and cooperation in this new adventure
in society will have to be attained.

The United States, as a consequence
of the excellent technical achievements
of its NASA and DOD programs, has an
unusual opportunity to advance its posi-
tion of prestige and world leadership, as
well as to make a major gain toward
the objective of preserving the free world,
if it will now decide to devote its present
and future space achievements to this
purpose. In my opinion, this should be
the dominant factor in making the deeci-
sions on how to develop our technical
achievements in space for the service of
the Nation and mankind. What is now
needed is a thoughtful and conscientious
appraisal of the political feasibility and
possible consequences of the various
courses of action open to the Nation.

In the present world conflict, it is to
our advantage to improve the ability of
the peoples and nations of the world to
communicate with one another. Satel-
lite systems can be used to considerable
advantage to accomplish this purpose—
whether the nations be large or small—
if this is the objective of the system. It
is to our advantage to develop services
which will be of general usefulness—
such as weather reconnaissance and nav-
igational aids—which can be, and are,
shared among all nations and can be
of benefit to all. It is to our advantage,
and the advantage of all sincere, peace-
ful nations, to develop international sat-
ellite inspections systems as a further
protection against secret aggression.
Satellite technology offers the promise of
all these services, but statesmanship of
a high order will be necessary for their
attainment.

For example, it is one thing for an-
other nation to seize the private property
of one of our nationals, as has happened
in Cuba; but it would be quite another
to destroy property in which all nations
had a real and vital interest. It would
be one thing to interfere with communi-
cations between the United States and,
say, England or India; quite another to
disrupt an international communications
service of all other nations. It would
be one thing to interfere with weather
observations useful only to the United
States; quite another to have to do so
by disrupting the same service on an
international basis.

At the present time, the United States
has accomplished a major technical
achievement in space through the able
research and development programs of
the Department of Defense and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration. Now it is necessary to deter-
mine how to utilize these achievements
and make their realization politically
possible. I urge the Government to es-
tablish a grand strategy to utilize these
achievements to lessen world conflicts
and ease world tensions. This program
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should be an integral part of, and in my
opinion can be an important instrument
in, our basic foreign policy.

We have, then, the question: Is it in
the best interest of the country for the
Government to use its present and fu-
ture technical opportunities as a means
for improving the position of the United
States throughout the world? As I read
through the hearings, I cannot fail to
notice that this problem has not been
discussed in even the most cursory man-
ner. It has just been ignored.

The technical achievement we now
have in our hands is far greater than
just the extension of our communication.
Certainly it does that. It is a new kind
of service, and we can think of it in
those terms; but, to quote Mr. David
Smith, vice president of the Phileo Corp.,
that is only 1 percent of what we have
accomplished.

Mr. Smith also states:

If we label that achievement as just being
an extension of our present commercial
communications service, certainly that is the
way the rest of the world will regard it.
They are not going to put a higher value on
it than we will. We have got to be sure we
fully understand all the things that we can
do with this before we decide that we are
going to put a little label on it.

Mr., President, it is in our hands to
see that this Nation realizes the full
capabilities of these achievements which
our scientists have accomplished. I sub-
mit, however, that very few of us are
capable at this time of assuming the re-
sponsibility of assuring that the great
potentialities of this system are realized.

The American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. is trying to create the impres-
sion that communication by sateliite is
merely a supplement to communication
by undersea cables or land lines. A.T.
& T. likes to refer to the satellite as a
‘“‘cable in the sky.” This, of course, is
nonsense.

Let me quote what Mr. Ray H. Isaacs,
vice president of the Bendix Corp. stated
before my Monopoly Subcommittee last
August:

It is difficult at this early stage to visualize
what is encompassed in space communica-
tlons, but I am sure actualities will prob-
ably exceed our imagination. Beyond the
present areas of telephone, telegraph, radio,
and television, we will see aircraft passenger
communication both to the ground and other
aircraft for the first time, and, of course,
similar space vehicle communication out in
the future. It will be impossible to separate
communication from control as hundreds
of vehicles in space may use portions of the
same space and ground systems for control
as well as communication. Weather data
transmission can use the same system as pos-
sibly world navigation. Then we must dream
of the broad field of data transmission in-
volving photographic, display presentation,
business data of all kinds, whole newspapers
and magazines with simultaneous printing
around the world. We could even see tech-
nical assistance between businesses of labo-
ratory operation and manufacturing methods

utilizing such a system of space communica-
tion.

The chief points of this statement are
first, that we do not know at present
what the potentialities of a satellite
communications system will be; and
second, the actualities will probably ex-
ceed our imagination.

June 19

Gen. David Sarnoff, board chairman
of the Radio Corp. of America, appear-
ing before Senator KEFAUVER’S subcom-
mittee on April 12, 1962, stated:

I think I am not overstating the fact when
I say to you that I regard the satellite com-
munication as the most significant and the
most vital development in the world of com-
munications since I began over a half cen-
tury ago. But we are only at the beginning,
It is far from being a finished product.
Certainly it is not a finished system. There
is much yet to be learned before one can
speak with certainty about a global operat-
ing satellite communication system,

I think also that the satellite communi-
cations possibilities go beyond the mere ex-
tension of existing communications system.
It is more than the so-called cable in the
air, or a hightower in space. It is a revolu-
tlonary possibility of global communication,
the limits of which no man, in my judgment,

is competent enough to place at the present
time.

The threat of this revolutionary new
technology to existing methods of com-
munication was attested to even by FCC
Commissioner Craven, before the House
Space Committee:

The main thing that I want to emphasize
is that if we try to establish a separate sys-
tem by satellites in competition with existing
things, I am quite certain that ultimately
the existing means of communications which
are going to be necessary are not going to be
able to survive economically.

That statement—that this new system
holds such fantastic prospects that it is
a grave threat to the existing communi-
cations system—is completely at vari-
ance with the one made by the vice
president of the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. As I have said, we should
think in terms of taking full advantage
of the existing methods; and if even-
tually this threat to the existing system
should materialize, that would be the
time to think in terms of permitting the
existing system to have similar satellites.

The General Telephone & Electronics
Corp., an important communications
carrier and manufacturer of electronic
equipment, stated that—

There is no support in the record for the
contention that satellites will provide mere-
1y a new physical element in rendering exist-
ing and future communications services and
as such must be viewed as supplements or
alternatives to the existing means of cable
and radio communications.

In fact, a communications system
which will satisfy the objectives of the
President’s policy statement of July 24,
1961, will provide many services which
cannot presently be provided by existing
international communication common
carriers. These new services include
broadband data transmission and tele-
vision transmission. In addition, a sat-
ellite communications system meeting
the national objectives must meet the
following requirements:

It must provide direct communications
between domestic and foreign points
which do not presently have such serv-
ice;

It must provide direct communica-
tions between foreign countries;

It must be capable of providing direct
communications between points within a
single foreign country—as, for instance,
within Brazil or African countries; and
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It must be capable of providing direct
communications between points within
the United States—for example, between
Alaska and the other States, and between
Hawaii and the other States.

In order to discuss intelligently the
great issues connected with satellite
communications, it is necessary to ex-
plain the characteristics and potentiali-
ties of the various systems.

THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITES

While the principle of satellite com-
munications is a relatively simple one, its
practical application is a matter of far
greater complexity than might at first
appear. For this reason, it is best to
start with the technical aspects, includ-
ing the reasons why satellites are des-
tined to play an important part in com-
munications in the years ahead.

As the demand for communications
services continues to grow, we must move
to higher and higher radio frequencies
to provide us with an increased number
of channels and circuits of greater ca-
pacity for handling intelligence, When
we move up to frequencies of many mil-
lions of cycles per second, as with our
present overland microwave and tele-
vision services, the radio waves tend to
travel in a straight line in the manner
of light. To transmit them over long
distances, we must use relay stations
built within line of sight from one
another to carry the signals around the
curvature of the earth. This is the
function of the relay towers which now
cross the continent and parallel many
of our turnpikes and pipelines.

Until now, there has been no economi-
cal means for extending such a relay
system across the oceans. For interna-
tional communications services to Eu-
rope, Asia, Africa, and Central and
South America, we use submarine cables
and lower frequency radio transmission,
neither of which provides the capacity
that could be achieved with an ocean-
spanning equivalent of our overland
microwave relays.

As a matter of fact, my best informa-
tion is that, in order to be able to send
a signal by microwave from coast to
coast in this country, if there were a
tower in California at the highest point
that could be found, and another one in
New York at the highest point that could
be found, both towers would have to be
300 miles high. The same result would
be achieved by having one satellite at one
fixed spot in the heavens, which could
be done by the synchronous system,
which I shall explain later.

To simplify, I shall avoid reference
to the various technical categories of
radio frequencies and identify them in-
stead under only two general headings.
I shall use the phrase “lower radio fre-
quencies” to identify all of those signals
which follow the curvature of the earth
or are reflected from the ionosphere back
to the earth, as is the case with our
present transoceanic radio communica-
tions. I shall use the phrase “microwave
frequencies” in reference to the signals
that follow a straight line-of-sight path,
as is the case with our present con-
finental microwave and television serv-
Ces.

Manmade satellites now offer us a
solution to the problem of extending
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microwave frequencies across the oceans.
A satellite in orbit several thousand miles
above the North Atlantic, for example,
would be within direct line of sight
simultaneously from both sides of the
ocean. Thus, the satellite could be used
to relay microwave frequencies in a single
hop across the ocean, performing the
same funection as a chain of many relay
stations spaced 20 to 30 miles apart on
the earth’s surface. Such satellite-relay
techniques will multiply by hundreds of
times the capacity of our international
communications systems and will permit
new services, such as intercontinental
television, that cannot be provided by our
present cable and lower radio frequency
circuits.

Three possible satellite techniques have
been or are being considered for inter-
national relay services.

The first is the passive reflector. This
type of satellite, when placed at a de-
sired altitude, acts simply as a reflecting
surface from which radio signals may
be bounced from one point to another.
The Government’s recent Project Echo
demonstrated this technique with a 100~
foot aluminized balloon moving in an
orbit about 1,000 miles above the earth.
This type of satellite would have the ad-
vantage of extreme flexibility in the
sense that signals of many different fre-
quencies could be reflected simultane-
ously from its surface. However, since
only a small part of the signal power
would be reflected toward the receiver,
the passive technique requires very
powerful transmitters, using tens of
thousands of watts of power, and ultra-
sensitive receivers, and even then one
would wind up with a low-capacity sys-
tem. For practical commercial com-
munications service, the passive reflector
satellite thus is now regarded as less
promising than the active relay types
which I shall now describe.

The second technique is the low alti-
tude active repeater satellite.

Low altitude refers in this context to
satellites in orbits several thousand miles
above the earth, generally in the 4,000-
to 8,000-mile range in an operational sys-
tem, as distinguished from the high alti-
tude or synchronous technique which I
shall describe later. Here, the satellite
will contain equipment to receive, am-
plify, and reftransmit radio signals in
both directions in the manner of our
present overland relay stations. Proj-
ect Relay, now in development, will dem-
onstrate this method with satellites
moving in orbits from 1,000 to 3,000 miles
above the earth. Because this technique
involves transmission from ground to
satellite and retransmission from satel-
lite to ground, it will require far less
power in the ground transmitters than
would the passive reflector technique.
The equipment in the satellite also will
need only a few watts, a power low
enough to be supplied by solar cells.

For practical communications service,
the low altitude active repeater tech-
nique will require a substantial number
of satellites. Several dozen will have to
be placed in orbit to maintain full-time,
or virtually full-time, service between
two points, and several score to service a
multiplicity of points. This results from
the need fo insure that, as one satellite
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disappears over the horizon, another
comes within range of the two communi-
cating ground stations.

The low altitude satellites can either
be put in an orbit so that they will pass
over the poles or they will pass over an
orbit that is inclined to the poles.

The first experimental satellite, such
as Relay, will be placed in an orbit
that will be inclined to the poles, and if
the satellite takes 2 or 3 hours to make
its circuit around the world, and while
this has happened the earth itself has
rotated on its axis, so that when it
comes by the second time, it does not
pass over the same point over the
ground. It is more to the east, for ex-
ample. Because the satellite moves in
its orbit and because the earth rotates,
the satellite is in view, for example, be-
tween New York and London for only a
short period of time. Then another
satellite is needed, and it must then be
picked up. The first one coming around
again might at that time be over the
continent of Europe and not useful for
this particular circuit. This is the rea-
son why a large number are needed.

The need for many satellites is obvi-
ated by the third proposed technique.
This is the fixed, or synchronous, active
repeater satellite, placed in orbit 22,300
miles above the Equator, and moving
parallel to the Equator. At this altitude,
the speed of the satellite matches the
speed of the earth’s rotation, so that the
satellite remains fixed in relation to the
earth's surface in the manner of an
enormously high relay tower. Project
Advent, being developed by the De-
partment of Defense for military pur-
poses, and Project Syncom being de-
veloped by Hughes Aircraft Corp. for
biAiSA will test the synchronous prin-
ciple.

If, for example, a satellite is placed
over the Equator and roughly over the
Atlantic between the North American
Continent and the FEuropean-African
Continents, it would move at the same
angular rate as the earth turns on its
axis, so that as it goes around it is al-
ways visible from the same points on the
surface of the earth, and, therefore, con-
tinuously available for communications.

For almost the entire hemisphere, it
is available for communications. And
any time of the day, if it was visible
to the eye at all, at any time of the day
it would be in exactly the same place.

The stars would appear to change
their position, but, as far as that satel-
lite was concerned, if a person could see
it at all, it would be perhaps exactly
dead overhead at all times.

If one set up, for example, a telescope
on earth and left it pointed in the same
direction toward the sky, and if the satel-
lite had good stationkeeping properties,
one could for day after day go and look
through that telescope and see the satel-
lite at any hour of the day.

I am using this in loose terms because
it would be difficult to see so small a
satellite at that distance, but one could
see it by radar.

This technique offers a number of
unique advantages. Increasing the alti-
tude of a satellite increases the area of
the world over which it is directly visible
for communications relay purposes. At
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the 22,290-mile altitude of the synchro-
nous satellite, the area of coverage is so
great that only three satellites would be
needed to provide effective microwave
frequency links among virtually all in-
habited areas of the world.

Now, one might think that it would be
quite a problem to provide enough trans-
mitting power to get that distance, but
this is not true.

Because as one directs a radio signal
into space, there is very little to attenuate
the signal.

The transmitter power on the ground
is very modest; the transmitter on the
satellite to return it to ground is only
a matter of a few watts; for example,
of the order of 10 watts.

This signal travels much more easily
through space than it does in the atmos-
phere because a signal that is near the
earth is attenuated by the objects on
the surface of the earth.

A further major advantage is in the
fixed position of the satellite relative to
stations on the ground. With the low
altitude technique each ground station
will require computing and tracking fa-
cilities to determine the position of each
moving satellite and to follow it with di-
rectional antennas as it moves across the
sky. With the synchronous satellite,
ground stations will be able to dispense
with the computers and employ simple
fixed antennas, aimed permanently at
one point in space.

‘When we consider a global communi-
cations service via satellite relays, the
greater potential advantage of the syn-
chronous satellite technique becomes
apparent.

In using a moving satellite relay that
passes at low altitude, communication
between any two ground points will re-
quire duplicate facilities at each end of
the circuit in order to assure uninter-
rupted service. As one pair of antennas
tracks the satellite disappearing over
the horizon, another pair must be ready
and waiting to pick up the next satellite
coming into view. In addition, the con-
stantly changing pattern of interstation
connections through a moving satellite
limits this system in a practical sense to
communication between only two areas
at a time. For example, the satellite
that is simultaneously visible from New
York and London will not be simulta-
neously visible during exactly the same
time period from New York and Madrid.
If communication is to be carried on at
the same time between New York and
both oversea points, use will have to be
made of another satellite, requiring an-
other duplicate set of ground facilities
at the New York end.

With the synchronous satellite tech-
nique, on the other hand, a single satel-
lite will remain fixed at all times within
the view of many ground points. The
pattern of interstation connections will
remain stable, and a single set of ground
station facilities at each location could
be used for communication to all other
points through the satellite relay.

For this reason, the synchronous satel-
lite relay technique seems to be unique
in offering the flexibility and capacity
that are required for truly global satel-
lite communications, Any number of
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earth stations within the large area of
coverage can make simultaneous use of
the relay. This permits the use of a
method of modulation that provides gen-
eral direct access to the satellite from
all ground points within its range of
visibility. Thus, every user can employ
his own ground stations, located where
most convenient to him, and he can com-
municate with any other ground station
within the range at any time.

The flexibility of this approach is such
that each country may have its own ter-
minal facilities in its own territory,
avoiding any need for retransmission
from a centrally located ground station
situated in or beyond other national
areas. Furthermore, the simplicity of
channel assignments and of ground sta-
tion equipment is conducive to use by
countries having low traffic require-
ments, as might be the case in the under-
developed areas of the world.

The degree to which a low altitude
system can approach the synchronous
satellite in offering this flexibility of
operation and multiple ground station
locations is a matter of current study
and analysis. The synchronous satel-
lite system does eminently meet the
technical and performance requirements
of a global communications system as
outlined in the President’s statement of
July 24.

These considerations have led scien-
tists and engineers to propose the con-
cept of worldwide commercial satellite
communications employing the syn-
chronous satellite technique. This con-
cept envisions versatile, large capacity,
synchronous satellites at three locations
above the Equator, where they would
provide relay links among all of the
principal communications centers of the
world. These satellites would be open to
full and independent access for all inter-
national radio, telephone, telegraph
data, and television services through
their own ground transmitting and re-
ceiving stations.

There is a time scale of availability for
the apparatus which should be outlined.
The low altitude satellites are light in
weight and can be boosted into orbit
using present launching vehicles. There
is a program which contemplates, with
larger launching vehicles, the placing of
several low altitude satellites in orbit
with a single rocket. The synchronous
satellite would be heavier in weight and
would require an orbit at an exact alti-
tude with accurate position keeping.
This would place a larger requirement
on the vehicle to boost it into orbit. It
also would call for equipment in the
satellite to maintain its fixed position
with respect to the earth. There are
programs in progress which will lead to
the solution.

The electronics and communications
equipment in space and on the ground
for both the low altitude and the syn-
chronous satellites appear to be within
the state of the art. In this case, the
electronics and communications equip-
ment appear simpler for the synchro-
nous satellite than for the low altitude
type, particularly if the low altitude
satellite is to have the generality of use
by many nations, which now seems nec-
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essary for an extensive worldwide com-
munications network.

In selecting the proper system, the fol-
lowing four important criteria should
be considered:

First. The system should provide the
technical basis for a worldwide capa-
bility.

Second. The system should facilitate
not only the linking of other countries
to the United States, but also the estab-
lishment of direct links among other
countries.

Third. The system and its operation
should be flexible enough to serve the
needs of small countries as well as large,
and of developing as well as developed
areas.

Fourth. The system should make the
most efficient use of the already crowd-
ed frequency spectrum.

The synchronous system is the only
system that meets these requirements.

As I have explained before, by reason
of its altitude and speed, this satellite
would remain fixed with respect to the
earth, enabling sfationary ground an-
tennas to be used. In addition, the sta-
tionary satellite could be “viewed” from
a large number of points on the sur-
face of the earth. For example, a single
satellite over the Equator at longitude
22° W. is visible from many important
points.

This one satellite would make it pos-
sible to interconnect the telephones of
Canada, the United States, Mexico, Cen-
tral and South Ameriea, Africa, Europe,
and part of Asia. These areas contain
approximately 91.3 percent of the tele-
phones of the world. Three such satel-
lites can provide a worldwide system
covering all of the earth's surface, ex-
cept for the polar regions. It can be
seen, therefore, that an operational sys-
tem covering a large part of the earth
can be established just by placing one
satellite in the right place. This is im-
possible with the low altitude systems.
OTHER SYSTEMS PROPOSED TO DATE WILL NOT

MEET THE NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

The low altitude random orbit satel-
lite communications system employs a
number of low—2,500 to 8,000 miles—al-
titude satellites in what are termed
“random orbits.” Each random orbiting
satellite passes over both the North and
South Polar areas. For each ground sta-
tion there is a segment of space visible to
its antennas which is called a region of
communications.

Only satellites in this region can re-
ceive signals from and transmit signals
to the ground station.

To achieve transmission between a
pair of ground stations, it is necessary
that the satellite be within the region of
communications common to each, This
is called the region of mutual com-
munications. When this occurs, each
ground station points a large movable
antenna at the satellite and communica-
tions are initiated. As time passes, the
earth rotates and the satellites revolve in
their orbital planes. These movements
result in the satellites passing through
the region of mutual communications.
One antenna at each ground station fol-

lows the moving satellite across the sky,
maintaining communications as long as
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the satellite remains in the region of
mutual communications,

Communications will be interrupted
unless a second satellite is available and
is being tracked by a second set of an-
tennas before the first satellite passes out
of the region of mutual visibility. Com-
munications are maintained by switch-
ing from the disappearing satellite to the
new satellite. The time which one satel-
lite may be used between two ground
stations depends on the satellite orbit
and the ground station locations. The
maximum time will be of the order of 1
hour and the minimum a matter of a few
minutes. Coordination is necessary be-
tween ground stations in order that
only two ground stations will use the
same satellite at the same time.

The random orbit system will not
satisfy the national objectives as an-
nounced by President Kennedy and the
State Department for several reasons:

First. It would not give global cover-
age,

Second. It does not embody the mul-
tiple access feature.

Third. Addition of new routes is lim-
ited by the number of satellites.

Fourth. A country that can afford only
one ground station can have direct satel-
lite communication with only one other
ground station at one time.

Suppose we try to expand the random
orbit system into a truly global system.
What kind of a situation can we en-
vision? Dr. Trotter of the General Tele-
phone & Electronics Co. made the fol-
lowing estimate before my Monopoly
Subcommittee in August.

If each of the 10 points were given the
ability to communicate directly with
each other through a random orbit satel-
lite, it would require at least 18 big mov-
ing antennas at each ground location
and 45 satellites in the proper places in
space at that instant. While these 10
points would not constitute a worldwide
system, still, they would require at least
180 big moving antennas and over 400
satellites in orbit to provide this limited
service.

Therefore, although the random orbit
system may have some merit as a sub-
stitute for cables in providing service
over a limited number of fixed routes, it
is not an economical worldwide satellite
communications system,

It could be out as far as 6,000 miles,
but the problem is still the same; since
the satellite is coming over and is being
tracked, the time that it can be kept in
field of view of two antennas will vary
from a couple of minutes to as much as
an hour. That often a shift must be
made.

Once this satellite has been used be-
tween these two ground points and while
it is being used, it cannot be used be-
tween any other points. The reason is
that the repeater, due to the Doppler
shift in the incoming signals, can re-
ceive signals only from one point at a
time.

If all we were trying to do is parallel
the New York to London cables, it would
be a pretty quick system, and it would
be adequate, but this is not what we are
trying to do. Yet this is the system ad-
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vocated by the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co.

Mr. President, I think it might be well
to illustrate the problem involved in the
system which 1is advocated by the
AT. &T.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I request that
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana make the explanation and exhibi-
tion with respect to both the proposed
high-level synchronous orbital satellite
system and the low altitude system, and
in addition to describing the globe and
the aids he has in front of him, I ask
him to relate what he is about to de-
seribe to the large charts in the rear of
the Chamber.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The point I
am trying to make is that it is proposed
by the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. that we undertake to put into orbit
a satellite system that would require
as many as 400 satellites. What I am
about to say has a great deal to do with
the proposed legislation. If a private
corporation which would operate with a
profit is to be created, someone will have
to pay, and those who would pay for the
400 satellites would be the taxpayers of
this country.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield further?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. If it were a
private company trying to make as much
profit as possible, would it be to the ad-
vantage of such company to have a great
many expensive satellites, and then
charge the expenditure for such satel-
lites to the rate base to be charged the
users of the system?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If it were a
private company that entertained some
doubt as to whether the project would
make money, unless it had available a
fantastic amount of money, beyond that
of any company other than the A.T. & T.,
I do not think it could pay the expense
of putting 400 satellites into orbit or
even 40 satellites. Such a company
would have to have assurance that the
system would show a profit.

But if the Ameriean Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. were undertaking the work,
that company could have assurance that
it could spend as much money as it
wished, knowing that it could charge the
expenditures into the rate base. A com-
pany would hardly spend the money
otherwise.

I shall explain how the operation
would work. With the system now pro-
posed by A.T. & T., satellites would be
placed about 3,000 miles from the earth.
They would be at a distance relative to
the position of the little red dot at the
end of the cone which I have placed over
the globe. The satellite would go into
orbit around the earth. As it moved be-
tween the two points, it would be visible
for a 10-minute period between Maine
and, let us say, London. During that
period of time the multiple-tracking sta-
tions shown by the ground antenna in
the rear, on the right side—an extremely
expensive tracking antenna—would have
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to track and find the satellite. For that
10-minute period it would be trained on
the satellite over both the United States
and England.

When it had passed beyond the sight
of these two antennas, due to the curva-
ture of the earth, they would have to find
another satellite, which would also have
to be placed in orbit, and to locate that
one and follow it across. In order to do
that it would be necessary to have two
multiple-tracking antennas, unless it was
desired to interrupt the service while a
search was being made for the next
satellite. For fear that one might break
down or that it would be impossible to
train the antenna with the precision that
would be required, a spare would have to
be standing by.

This would represent a very great in-
vestment in money. In order to have a
satellite available to communicate at all
times, even between two points, one
would require about 40 satellites orbiting
around the earth with multiple-tracking
units on both sides across the ocean in
order to provide continuous service be-
tween the United States and England,
using this method.

Now let us look at the method that
will subsequently go into orbit. If the
satellite, instead of being placed in low
orbit, were placed in a relatively high
orbit, an orbit, let us say, of 22,290 miles
out in space, the satellite would be in
this relative place with reference to the
earth, as I am now demonstrating on
the globe. If it were placed over the
Equator at longitude 22° W., it would
go around with the earth as the earth
turned. The rate at which it would
turn would match the rate at which
the earth would turn. If it were
placed above the Equator at longitude
22° W., and if a man at that point
on earth could see the satellite, it would
be exactly overhead for 24 hours a day.
This would give us about the same rela-
tive advantage that we would have if
we were to construct a television tower
with an antenna 22,290 miles high.

We could send a signal to the satel-
lite, and the satellite could send it back
as a very weak signal, which could be
received on earth by one of these fixed-
type disks, illustrated as a ground an-
tenna on the chart at the rear of the
Chamber,

That antenna, instead of costing $15
million, as would a number of these
tracking antennas, could be installed for
a relatively small cost, perhaps for
$1,600,000.

Without tracking and maintaining
the antenna in one fixed position, one
could communicate with the satellite
and receive the signal back almost at
any point on half the earth. This serv-
ice would then be available to 92 per-
cent of all the telephone sets in the
world, at the same time. This satellite,
which we expect to have in orbit
within 2 years, would be able to carry
1,200 conversations simultaneously.

That is quite an achievement to be
thinking of when we realize that at the
present time there are only 64 channels
in the cable across the Atlantic Ocean.
This would give many times the capacity
that we presently have.
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Here we would have a single satellite
which could provide far more service
than the 40 satellites could. If we placed
another satellite a third of the way
around the earth, and still another one
a third of the way around the earth from
there, each of them turning with the
earth, one could carry on a telephone
conversation with the other side of the
earth, from one relay to the other, in
this way, as I am demonstrating. Such
a system would be feasible, and no doubt
it will be the system that we will even-
tually employ for global communication.
It would be far less expensive to place
that satellite in position and to operate
it than would be the case with the so-
called random orbit system. Instead of
having 400 satellites in orbit there would
be only 3 in orbit.

Another system which should be men-
tioned is the 10-satellite equatorial sys-
tem. Inthis system 10 satellites, each at
an altitude of 6,000 miles, rotate about
the earth in an equatorial orbit spaced
uniformly at 36° intervals.

This system has most of the disadvan-
tages of the low-random-orbit system
and has the additional disadvantage that
continuous direct communications be-
tween important northern points such
as New York and London would not be
possible.

THE SYNCHRONOUS SYSTEM CAN BE ACCOM-

PLISHED AS EARLY AS SYSTEMS WHICH WILL

NOT MEET THE NATIONAL OBJECTIVES

Proponents of the random orbit sys-
tem have urged that this system, with
all its disadvantages, can be accom-
plished earlier than a system using the
stationary satellite.

In their argument, however, they
failed to take account of the following
facts:

Pirst. The United States has made
substantial strides in space technology
within the last few months, and we are
accelerating this progress.

Second. A stationary satellite for use
in common carrier communications could
be launched with rocket engines which
are already developed and tested.

This, I think, is quite important.

Third. The random orbit system will
have a minimum of 48 satellites, all of
which must be manufactured, tested, and
launched with appropriate provisions for
failures. It would take 2 years to get
this number up.

Fourth. The stationary satellite sys-
tem will interconnect 91.8 percent of the
telephones in the world when one satel-
lite is in position and will give world
coverage with only three satellites in
position.

Fifth. Schedules prepared by experts
in space technology indicate that the
launching time advantage for a station-
ary satellite system by reason of the
lesser number of satellites would permit
a minimum of 11 more months’ research
and development time on the stationary
orbit satellite than on the random orbit
satellite with the same inservice date for
either system.

A SYSTEM WHICH DOES NOT MEET THE NATIONAL
OBJECTIVES COULD BRING ABOUT A FROPAGANDA
DEFEAT
I do not think this should be underes-

timated at all.
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Satellite communications represent a
major opportunity for the peaceful use
of space. Since we are in an ideological
race with Russia and a propaganda war
with communism, we should win the race
to establish a satellite communications
system, but it is equally important that
when the United States establishes a
space communications system, that it be
a system which will truly satisfy the na-
tional objectives.

The Soviets are working on a com-
munications satellite system. Their ac-
tivities are suggested by the following
quotation from page 71 of House Report
No. 242 of the Committee on Science and
Astronautics:

There has been a significant lack of offi-
cial comment by Soviet officials as to their
plans for communications satellites, but U.8.
scientists who have had private conversations
with Sovlet space experts report keen inter-
est in this subject and considerable evidence
of work area. Soviet scientists indicate that
they are centering their attention on syn-
chronous (24-hour) (stationary) satellites in
a 22,000-mile-high orbit, which are particu-
larly suited to global coverage.

Let me quote Dr. Herbert Trotter, pres-
ident of the General Telephone & Elec-
tronics Laboratories:

A random-orbit system could discredit
us before the world as a leader in space com-
munications if Russia establishes a station-
ary satellite system. If the United States
went ahead with a low-random-orbit sys-
tem, it would be possible for Russia to hold
back until we were deeply committed to this
system and had launched perhaps two-thirds
of the satellites, and then with three satel-
lites the Russians could establish a truly
worldwide system before our limited system
was even in operation.

In other words, we would go ahead and
strain and strain away, and after get-
ting about two-thirds of the way through,
the system would not be any good when
we got it.

Another consideration is the effect of
a low orbit system on space travel. If
there is to be space travel, care should
be taken not to clutter up space with a
large amount of junk. If any reason-
able period of life can be assumed for the
satellites, the rate at which they will die
will keep us very busy replacing them.
If a satellite had a life of, say, 5 years,
and 400 of them were in space, it would
be necessary to launch another 80 every
yvear; and 5 years is an extremely long
life to expect during the early stages.
If the life of a satellite should be only
2 years, it would be necessary to put 200
satellites up each year.

The synchronous satellite relay system
appears to have great advantages in
resolving the complex problems asso-
ciated with establishing a satellite com-
munication system. This type of system
will permit other nations to continue to
employ their own national services. It
will also facilitate international agree-
ments. Since all organizations which
will be parties to the agreements may
have individual access to the satellites
from their own ground stations, they
may continue to conduct their business
as they do today.

As Senators are aware, various studies
are now being conducted on technologi-
cal and economic aspects of space com-
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munications. At this point, however, we
lack adequate assurance that any pro-
jections are accurate. Concrete data can
come only from flight-testing of satellites
under actual space conditions; we must,
therefore, allow for a substantial margin
of error in current projections relating
to the economics and operation of the
satellite technique.

For example, it is possible at the mo-
ment only to make assumptions as to
the reliability and longevity of satellites
in the space environment. Yet the ac-
tual operating costs of a communications
satellite system are highly variable, de-
pending directly upon the reliability of
the system and its ability to perform un-
der the conditions encountered in outer
space. It would be risky and premature
to make hard and fast decisions, freez-
ing our scientific thinking about satel-
lite plans, until the gaps in our knowl-
edge are more adequately filled.

We are new at this project. We do
not really know what we are dealing
with. I doubt that most Senators can
say what the public policy ought to be
on this subject.

The experience of the Philco Corp. in
the application of transistors can serve
as a very good example for us. The
Philco Corp. decided that it would turn
loose a group of bright persons to deter-
mine how to use transistors and how best
they could be developed. The first quali-
fication was that those persons should
have had no experience with vacuum
tubes. The reason was that if they had
had such experience, they would auto-
matically have tried to fit the new inven-
tion into the old pattern, which is what
happened in practically every other com-
pany except Philco.

Taking a broader view enables Philco
to build and develop the first transistor-
ized computer. Philco’s computers will
be found handling many of the calcula-
tions in the atomic energy establish-
ments and in the Department of Defense.

Philco was enabled to attain the lead
because it did not fit the new scientific
knowledge into the existing pattern, and
the new scientific knowledge was not left
in the hands of persons who were al-
ready inbred in a different art.

Up to now the American people have
spent $25 billion for research in the ex-
ploration and conquest of space. A com-
munications satellite is the first major
fruit of these public expenditures. But
what do we expect to do with this great
achievement?

The U.S. Senate has been asked to
hand over its control to a small group of
international communications carriers,
dominated by the giant American Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co., the biggest pri-
vate monopoly in the world.

Testimony before our committee con-
firms the very narrow approach which
these communications carriers have
taken. To them, a communications
satellite merely means a tower in space—
a substitute for a cable laid under the
ocean—+to be integrated into the existing
communications system. ¥et many of
the leading corporations of America have
stated as to a communications satellite
that 80 to 90 percent is space technology
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and 10 to 20 percent is communications
technology.

Senators no doubt remember the an-
cient story of Procrustes, the bandit who
would fry to fit his victims to his bed.
If the victim was too short, he would be
subjected to a painful, if not fatal,
stretching to make him fit. And woe to
the victim who was too long. His feet
would be cut off to bring about the nec-
essary size adjustment.

In this instance the Government is in
the role of Procrustes, trying to fit the
new technology, having potentials that
can hardly be conceived of, into an exist-
ing and controlled system. What that
amounts to is this: the people who are
trying to decide how the space satellite
should be used—both the Federal Com-
munications Commission and the com-
munications industry—by their positions
and by the statutory limitations we have
put on them, have to take a limited view.
This means that only a fraction of the
potentialities of a satellite system will be
realized.

ECONOMIC GROWTH VERSUS PROTECTION OF

EXISTING INVESTMENT

Mr. President, let us not kid ourselves.
The explanation of the mad scramble for
control of a space communications satel-
lite can be found in cost comparisons
between the old and new systems. The
cost per channel-mile for the proposed
new transatlantic ecable TAT-3 is esti-
mated to lie between $75 to $175. This
cost could be compared with $27 to $56
per channel-mile for the proposed satel-
lite system, assuming full utilization of
channels. Moreover, the satellite cost
can be expected to drop further as satel-
lite life increases and as the launch-suc-
cess ratio improves. Therefore, whether
the estimate be on the high side or on the
low side, the estimated cost per channel-
mile of the new technology will be about
one-third of the traditional method of
communication, and the difference will
become even greater.

What does all this mean?

It means that the present method of
communication can well become obsolete.
To protect the investments of A T. & T. is
one of the reasons why FCC Commis-
sioner Craven wants to give away pub-
Hely financed technology to the so-called
international common carriers. Com-
missioner Craven fears, and I have al-
ready quoted him, that the existing
means of communications will not be
able to survive economically in compe-
tition with this great new technology.

The General Telephone & Electronics
Co. explains how present investment can
be protected if the common carriers get
control of the satellite system:

The average cost of the satellite communi-
cations system and other existing interna-
tional ecommunications system can be used
in establishing rates for all intermational
service, and revenues from the services uti-
lizing all systems can be pooled and divided
on the basls of investment and costs. The
owners of the cable facilitles would be fully
protected by this procedure which is used
every day in the common carrier communi-
cations industry.

A very interesting point of view was
presented to our subcommittee by the
vice president of I.T. & T. He believed
that it is the duty of the U.S, Govern-
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ment to protect the common carriers
against any technological and scientific
developments which might jeopardize
their investments.

The process of growth consists of the
rise of new industries, new products, new
technologies, new technigues of produc-
tion, new employment opportunities.
This process is also accompanied by the
decline of other industries and prod-
uets and the abandonment of those tech-
nologies which have become obsolete.
Some elements of our society are hurt,
but the net benefits to our society are in-
calculable.

The industrial revolution in England
during the 19th century was necessarily
accompanied by the decline of the cot-
tage industries. Can anyone deny that
our lives have been made easier, more
comfortable, as a result of the industrial
revolution?

To try to preserve old techniques of
production, to try to protect existing in-
vestments against the onslaught of new
scientific and technological advances,
must slow down our economic growth.
The consequences could be disastrous.

Rapid economic growth is essential not
only to provide new opportunities for
our expanding population and labor
force, but also to preserve our very na-
tional existence.

The inevitable conflict of interest be-
tween competing technologies has been
recognized by the Congress, which has
also traditionally limited common own-
ership of competing modes of transpor-
tation. For example, the Panama Canal
Act of 1912, which is part of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, prohibited owner-
ship, control, lease, or any interest what-
soever by a railroad in a common carrier
by water with which the railroad does
or may compete for traffic.

The committee report on the Panama
Canal Act stated that—

The apprehension of railroad-owned ves-
sels driving competition from the canal may
or may not be exaggerated, but 1t is certain
that the evil, which is only anticipated there,
already exists in the coastwise trade—as well
as on our lakes and rivers.

A Commerce Committee report issued
in 1961 stated that—

The Motor Carrier Act of 1935 and the

tion Act of 1940 were interpreted

by the ICC, with the express approval of the

Supreme Court of the United States, as giv-

ing the Commission the authority to limit

to a very large extent rail ownership of motor
trucking.

The Civil Aviation Board, which
adopted the same interpretation as the
Interstate Commerce Commission,
reached the following conclusion:

For the Board would not be justified in
closing its eyes to the potential threat which
the entry of surface carriers into this field
would in many cases offer to independent air
carriers or the effect which such participa-
tion might have upon the fulfillment of the
policies of the act. Surface carriers
in air transportation would at times be un-
der a strong incentive to act for the protec-
tion of their investment In surface trans-
portation interest. Again, by reason of their
superior resources and extensive facilities for
solicitation, such carriers would often be the
possessors of powerful competitive weapons
which would enable them to crush the com-
petition of independent air carrlers,
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Many more examples can be supplied
which make similar prohibitions. The
Interstate Commerce Act, in particular,
has numerous cautions and prohibitions
against joint ownings which would tend
to lessen competition in the transporta-
tion field.

Now, Mr. President, the communica-
tions firms are frying to create the
impression that communication by satel-
lite is merely a supplement to communi-
cation by undersea cables or landlines.
They like to refer to the satellite as a
“eable in the sky.” This, of course, is
nonsense,

Satellite technology can be expected
to provide long distance communications
links—especially transoceanie links—at
substantially lower cost than conven-
tional devices. How will these savings
in the supplier's costs be passed on to the
consumer of communications services?
Let us analyze the relationship between
telephone costs and rates under Govern-
ment regulation for possible clues.

The use of communications satellites
holds promise as a means of reducing
transoceanic voice channel costs below
those existing today, but it is not clear
that such cost reductions will bring about
commensurate telephone toll rate reduc-
tions, or that toll reductions will be
unambiguously identifiable with the
benefits stemming from satellite tech-
nology. Because the telephone industry
operates both domestically and abroad
as a Government-regulated or owned
monopoly, it is not subject to competi-
tive pressures that would ordinarily en-
sure a close relationship between toll
rate and cost. Under present-day do-
mestic regulatory policies and practices,
only a tenuous relationship exists be-
tween rates charged for particular serv-
ices, and costs incurred in performing
those services. The Federal Communi-
cations Commission, primarily concerned
with the rate of return on all interstate
telephone operations taken together—
both domestic and overseas message toll,
private wire, teletypewriter, and televi-
sion and radio program transmission—
has devoted relatively little attention to
revenue-cost relationships for individual
services. In the past, the FCC exerted
little effective control over message toll
rates between U.S. and oversea points.

As might be expected, given the man-
ner in which the telephone industry has
been regulated, there are large variations
between rates and costs for individual
services. For example, long-haul inter-
state message toll service appears over-
priced relative to short-haul service, and
overseas rates between the United States
and Europe appear to be substantially
higher than the costs incurred in per-
forming these services.

In view of this evidence, it appears
uncertain what will be the effect on rates
of the satellite-induced cost reduction.
Toll rates may be reduced for services
whose costs are reduced, but perhaps only
after a time lag of years. Rates may be
reduced for services whose costs are not
affected at all by satellite communieca-
tion. And a portion of the cost reduc-
tion may be absorbed simply by an in-
crease in profits,

A general outcome of this nature
would be undesirable in that it would
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probably contribute to a misallocation
of economic resources and would, by
concealing the tangible benefits accru-
ing from satellite technology, cloud the
favorable public image of the United
States that we hope to achieve by Fed-
eral support of the satellite development
program.

The successful development of com-
mercial satellite communications sys-
tems should lead to reduced costs per
voice channel for transoceanic commu-
nications between major centers around
the world. What effect will these pos-
sible reductions in cost have on the rates
charged to users of communications
services? Selecting the telephone in-
dustry as an illustration, let us consider
the question: If a telephone company is
able to reduce its long-distance trans-
mission costs by using a satellite relay
system, how will it pass on these savings
to users of telephone services? Will it,
for example, reduce rates only for those
services whose costs are reduced by em-
ployment of the satellite system, or will
it establish across-the-board rate reduc-
tions for both local and long-distance
services? Will the firm reduce rates in
such a manner that in the aggregate
they are commensurate with reductions
in cost, or will it pass on only a portion
of the cost savings, keeping the re-
mainder for itself? Will rate reductions
take place quickly after establishment of
satellite services, or will they take place
only after a lag of years?

These questions are posed because,
given the market structure of the tele-
phone industry, there is no indieation
that rate reductions will be commensu-
rate with cost reductions, either for par-
ticular services or in the aggregate, or
that rates will respond quickly to cost
changes.

This means that the publie, which paid
for the development of a satellite com-
munication system, will not receive the
full benefits which the system will offer
and which the public deserves.

Both in the United States and abroad,
telephone companies operate as publicly
regulated or publicly owned monopolies
in supplying most telephone services.
Were rates determined by free market
competitive forces, we would expect them
to be highly responsive to changes in cost.
If free entry were permitted for firms
supplying message toll telephone serv-
ice, say between New York and London,
provision of satellite relays between
these two points would bring in new en-
trants who would drive toll rates down to
reflect the lower costs made possible by
the new technique. Since, however, such
competitive pressures do not exist in the
telephone industry, pricing policy can be
established by the monopoly firm, as
tempered in one way or another by pub-
lic regulatory authority. The rates so
established may or may not bear a close
relationship to underlying costs. The
impact of satellite service on rates will,
therefore, depend in part on the nature
of ratemaking under public regulation.

The manner in which satellite services
affect the rates charged to users is im-
portant for both economic and political
reasons. Considering efficiency in the
allocation of economic resources, it
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makes a difference whether the firm is
able to raise prices above the competi-
tive level by restricting output in order
to increase profit, or whether it is forced
to set a lower price and expand output
at the expense of monopoly profit.

In the political sphere, Federal sup-
port of research and development for
communications satellites is predicated,
in part, on the expectation that our suc-
cess will contribute to a favorable public
image of the United States as the world
leader in the exploitation of space tech-
nology for peaceful purposes.

President Kennedy recently stated:

Science and technology have progressed to
such a degree that communication through
the use of space satellites has become
possible.

Through this country’s leadership this
competence should be developed for global
benefit at the earliest practicable time.

In the same statement the President
emphasized that one of the objectives of
the satellite program is “development of
an economical system, the benefits of
which will be reflected in oversea com-
munications rates.” I might add that
a synchronous system can be used for
domestic service and the difference in
the costs of such service should be re-
flected in rates, also.

However, the extent to which this is
achieved depends, among other things,
upon the manner in which the cost-sav-
ing benefits of satellite technology are
distributed to users of communication
services both here and abroad. A favor-
able impression can be expected if rates
respond quickly and fully to reductions
in cost and are clearly identified by the
consumer as flowing from U.S. techno-
logical leadership. The impression will
not be as favorable if the rates respond
slowly and in a way that conceals or ob-
scures the relationship between the
benefits to the consumer and the
achievements of U.S. technology. It
should be borne in mind that there will
probably be no significant difference be-
tween the quality of service afforded by
satellite relays and that afforded by con-
ventional submarine cables. Benefits
to the consumer will appear mainly in
the form of reduced rates for existing
services. New services such as trans-
oceanic television transmissions will
themselves depend directly on a reduc-
tion in voice channel charges.

An important question now comes to
mind: Given the continuation of pres-
ent-day regulatory policies and prac-
tices, and in the light of our historical
experience with them, how is the com-
mercial introduction of satellite com-
munications likely to affect domestic
and oversea message toll telephone
rates?

To answer this question requires an
examination of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission and the Bell Tele-
phone System. We should try to find
out first, the criteria the FCC has em-
ployed in judging the reasonableness of
rates and of proposed changes in rates;
and second, the kinds of cost and revenue
data it has considered relevant in mak-
ing deecisions and judgments; and third,
the interaction of FCC regulation and
Bell’s pursuit of its own self-interest.
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In addition, we should also try to es-
tablish the degree of responsiveness of
changes in rates to changes in costs.

On the basis of this historical record
of regulatory policies and practices, we
shall be able to ascertain the effects on
rates likely to take place with the intro-
duction of satellite communications,
THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE TU.S,

TELEPHONE INDUSTRY

As groundwork for discussing the
nature of regulation, let us consider the
organizational structure of the U.S.
telephone industry, particularly as it re-
lates to the provision of long-distance toll
service. The dominant corporate entity
in the telephone industry is the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co. This
corporation serves essentially as a hold-
ing company for the 19 subsidiary tele-
phone operating companies. In addi-
tion, it holds stock in, and has licensing
agreements with, several other telephone
companies. AT. & T. holds virtually
all the stock of Western Electric, the ex-
clusive supplier of telephone equipment
to AT. & T. and its associated com-
panies; A.T. & T. and Western Electric
jointly own Bell Laboratories. This
entire complex is known as the Bell Tele-
phone System.

AT, & T. itself is divided into two de-
partments: the general department and
long lines. The general department
provides general administrative func-
tions for the associated companies in-
cluding financial advice and assistance,
services involved in obtaining patents
and protecting the license companies
against infringement claims, and the dis-
semination of Bell Laboratories’ research
and development work. For these serv-
ices A.T. & T. charges the operating com-
panies 1 percent of their total exchange
and toll revenues plus interest on cash
advances.

The long lines department provides
landline and transoceanic facilities con-
necting the associated companies into a
worldwide system of long-distance serv-
ice. The associated companies them-
selves supply line facilities for all Bell
intrastate toll traffic and for most inter-
state traffic involving a distance of under
40 miles. Long lines confines itself to
participation in interstate traffic in ex-
cess of 40 miles.

The Bell System operates about 98
percent of all facilities employed in pro-
viding long-distance message toll tele-
phone service in the United States; the
associated companies themselves own
approximately 85 percent of all facilities
used in supplying local telephone service,
In addition to message telephone serv-
ice, the Bell System owns and operates
substantially all wire facilities used in
radio and television broadcasting; sup-
plies facilities for a large part of press
news and telephotograph service, and
operates a nationwide teletypewriter
service.

The remaining local exchange tele-
phone business is in the hands of about
3,500 independent telephone companies,
most of which are very small.

Measured in terms of revenue, the
business of the independents amounts to
about 10 percent of the total telephone
service in the United States. Long-dis-




over to Bell, and the independent car-
riers are subsequently reimbursed for
the local service portion of the messages
they have provided.

THE LEVEL AND STRUCTURE OF INTERSTATE

MESSAGE TOLL RATES

The nature of present-day inferstate
toll rates within the United States—ex-
cluding Alaska and Hawaii—is relatively
easy to describe. The station-to-station
rate for a 3-minute initial period is the
basic rate against which premiums and
discounts are figured to derive person-to-
person rates and offpeak service rates.
While station rates through the years
have remained essenfially constant for
distances under 60 miles, they have
dropped markedly over the longer dis-
tances. At 3,000 miles, the rate in 1961
was $2.25, as compared to almost $19 in
1919. Furthermore, the rate mileage
steps at longer distances have length-
ened through time. While in 1937 the
rate increased by a fixed absolute
amount for each 100-mile increment in
distances above 1,100 miles, the steps
were lengthened in 1940, so that, at one
extreme, all distances between 2,300 and
3,000 miles fake the same rate.

The person-to-person rate is derived
by adding about 40-50 percent to the
station day rate. The person and sta-
tion might and Sunday rates are de-
termined by subtracting about 15-20
percent from the respective day rate.
Off-peak overtime rates are charged on a
per minute basis at about 25-30 percent
of the corresponding 3-minute day or
offpeak rate.

This structure provides uniformity in
interstate rates throughout the country,
in the sense that rates, being a function
solely of distance, are established with-
out regard either to the particular
regions of the country in which the orig-
inating and terminating points are lo-
cated or to the particular routing that
the message might fake. This has not
always been the case. Prior to the mid-
1940's there were variations in interstate
rates, depending upon the particular fer-
ritory in which the Bell subsidiaries op-
erated. For example, a 400-mile inter-
state rate within the territory of Pacifie
Telephone might then have been differ-
ent from that for a 400-mile interstate
call within the territory of Southern Bell.
REGULATION OF INTERSTATE MESSAGE TOLL RATES

Telephone service, like gas and water
service, has generally been regarded
throughout its history as a natural
monopoly in the sense that the attempt
of separate companies to compete in
selling to a single buyer would lead
to a duplication of facilities grossly in-
efficient in the use of resources. The un-
fortunate historical experience of allow-
ing parallel gas, water, and telephone
lines to go into the same residential
and business blocks is referred to repeat-
edly in the literature on regulation.
There is today no competition as ordi-
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narily conceived in the message tele-
phone business. While there are many
firms in the telephone industry, each has
its own exclusive local marketing area.
It is true that in the early history of the
telephone a few attempis were made to
compete in common markets, but by
merger, bankruptey, or Government in-
tervention, these markets inevitably fell
into the hands of one firm.

In the absence of the competitive pres-
sure that ordinarily prevails when a large
number of firms serve the same market,
public recognition was early accorded to
the need for external regulation of tele-
phone rates and quality of service. In
1910, under the Mann-Elkins Act, the
Interstate Commerce Commission was
vested with certain interstate toll regula-
tory authority. In 1934 this authority
was expanded and transferred to the
Federal Communications Commission.

The FCC views its responsibility for
regulating interstate rates largely as a
matter of maintaining rates at a level
that provides a “reasonable”—and I put
this word in guotes—rate of return on
investment employed in interstate and
foreign service. The objective, in gen-
eral ferms, is to-require the regulated
firm to adjust rates in a manner such
that its net interstate and foreign rev-
enue—after deduction of operating ex-
penses, depreciation, taxes, and so
forth—is just sufficient to cover capital
costs of the net plant investment devoted
to these operations.

The separation of telephone operations
info interstate and intrastate categories
for regulatory purposes is complicated by
the common cost nature of the facilities
used in the telephone industry. For ex-
ample, the local exchange plant and the
telephone instrument itself are employed
in supplying local exchange, intrastate
toll, and interstate toll services. While
toll-line facilities themselves are not used
for local service, they are used for both
intrastate and interstate service; and,
to draw a finer distinction, they are used
for messages involving both 100-mile dis-
tances, and 3,000-mile distances. More-
over, these facilities are used not only for
telephone message service but also for
private line service, teletypewriter ex-
change—TWX—and commercial televi-
sion and radio program transmission.

For the separation of interstate prop-
erty costs, revenues, expenses, taxes, and
reserves from overall operating data, the
FCC relies on separations procedures
worked outf in 1947—and periodically re-
vised—by a joint committee of the FCC
and the National Association of Railroad
and Utility Commissioners. The separa-
tions into interstate and infrastate cate-
gories are used by both the FCC in ob-
serving the level of earnings in interstate
traffic and by the Bell operating com-
panies in dividing up their respective
shares of profits from interstate service.

All revenues collected by Bell asso-
ciated companies and independent con-
necting companies from interstate mes-
sage toll, TWX, private line and program
transmission services are pooled on a
monthly basis. A.T. & T. long lines and
each Bell associated company break out
its interstate expenses—operating, de-
preciation, commissions paid to inde-
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pendent connecting companies, and so
forth—and plant investment that, ac-
cording to the FCC-NARUC separations
procedures are attributable to interstate
service. After expense items are sub-
tracted from the pool or revenues, the re-
maining net revenue is returned to
AT. & T. long lines and the associate
companies on the following basis: On
the net investment it contributes to the
pool, each Bell participant gets back a
rate of return that is equal to the rate of
return that the total net revenue in the
pool bears to the total net investment;
in other words, each subsidiary enjoys a
rate of return on its interstate invest-
ment that is equal to the Bell's overall
rate of return on Bell's interstate in-
vestment.

With some revisions, these figures are
used by the FCC to determine the profit-
ability of interstate operations. The re-
visions arise because of a difference in
viewpoint between the FCC and Bell
about the measurement of net invest-
ment. Bell contends that for purposes of
rate regulation a “total net investment”
base should be used, while the FCC em-
ploys a “net book cost” base in its rate
of return computations. The net book
cost base includes only net book cost of
completed plant. The total net invest-
ment base includes, in addition to com-
pleted plant, supplies, and materials,
cash working capital, plant under con-
struction, investment in affiliated com-
panies, and, under revenue, a capitalized
interest charge on these items. The
practical effect between the FCC and Bell
approach is that the FCC rate of return
computation runs to about one-half a
percentage point higher than Bell’s com-
putation.

The manner in which the FCC uses
these figures is best described by discuss-
ing the chronology of the events sur-
rounding message toll increases granted
by the FCC to Bell in 1953. In 1952-53
the rate of growth of telephone business
declined, bringing about a reduction in
Bell’'s rate of return. In August 1953,
the Bell companies filed revised tariff
schedules increasing interstate toll rates
by about 8 percent, to become effective
on October 1, 1953.

The revised rates were expected to in-
crease revenues by about $63 million an-
nually. For the year ending June 30,
1953, the system had enjoyed an inter-
state rate of return of 5.2 percent. How-
ever, certain changes in expenses had oc-
curred during the year—higher wage
levels and the increased connecting
company shares in toll services, and so
forth—which, if adjusted on a full-year
basis, would have driven the rate of re-
turn down to about 4.8 percent. In
other words, if the company were to face
the same business conditions in 1953-54
that it had in 1952-53, the sole differ-
ences being due to the full annual effect
of new commitments made during 1952-
53, its interstate rate of return would
have fallen from 5.2 to 4.8 percent. On
the basis of this reasoning, the FCC con-
cluded that without the message toll
rate increase, Bell interstate profits
would subsequently fall to about 4.8 per-
;:ent. a rate judged to be unreasonably

ow.
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The effect of the proposed October
1953 rate increase, in addition to the
full-year effect of prior commitments,
was expected to bring the rate of return
up to about 6.5 percent.

The reaction of the FCC toward the
anticipated 6.5 percent of return gives
rise to several observations. The first
concerns the nature of FCC decisions
concerning telephone rates, These de-
cisions, unlike those concerning domestic
and oversea telegraph rates, have never
been based on full evidence presented in
a formal hearing. Throughout the FCC
memorandum issued at the time Bell's
revised tariffs were being appraised, ref-
erences are made to the fact that there
had never been a formal record of evi-
dence sufficiently complete to provide the
basis for an adequate determination of
a fair rate of return.

In the words of the Commission’s staff:

In the absence of a formal hearing record
upon which has been developed full infor-
mation with respect to the various complex
and controversial factors which enter into
a determination of a fair rate of return for
the interstate operations of the Bell System,
it is neither feasible nor appropriate to at-
tempt a definitive determination as to what
is the proper level of interstate earnings for
the Bell System.

However, based upon the staff's routine
studies of the Bell System's capital costs and
revenue requirements, the staff believes that
the above-indicated going level of inter-
state earnings of 45 to 4.8 percent re-
flects a deficlency in current earnings. In
this regard, the staff is satisfled that the
earnings indicated by these return ratios are
not sufficient to meet the Bell System’s mini-
mum capital costs.

It is curious to note that while formal
hearings and investigations are com-
monly undertaken in regulated indus-
tries—as, for example, in domestic and
international telegraph—the FCC has
never completed a formal rate hearing
for telephone service rendered by the
Bell System. Whatever disagreement
between Bell and FCC has occurred in
the past, a compromise has always been
worked out that sidestepped formal pro-
ceedings.

A second observation is that the rea-
sonableness of the rate of return depends
upon the cost of capital for the system,
and the cost of capital in turn depends
upon—among many other things—the
kinds of capital and their proper mixture,
Specifically, equity capital is more ex-
pensive than debt capital, in that stock-
holders expect a larger rate of return
than recipients of interest, if they are to
be induced to face the relatively greater
risk entailed in holding stock than in
holding bonds. The Bell System has a
capital structure heavily dependent on
equities. About one-third of the struc-
ture is in bonds and two-thirds is in
stock, in contrast to a split of about
50-50 typical for most large U.S.
corporations. For Bell the cost of
capital is, therefore, higher than would
be the case if the structure contained a
larger proportion of debt. In the words
of the Commission’s staff:

For example, it may be argued that as
much as 50 percent of Bell's total capital
could be derived from debt financing with-
out impairing the system’s financial sound-
ness and thereby reduce the amount of
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revenues required for servicing total capital
of the Bell System. For example, if a debt
ratio of 50 percent is used in computing the
total cost of capital for the Bell System, with
a3-percent cost of debt capital and an 8-per-
cent cost of equity capital, the overall cost
would be about 5.5 percent (as compared to
the present estimate of 6 percent) and in
addition there would be a savings in income
taxes entering into revenue requirements.

The question arises about the role of
the regulatory agency in determining
what kinds of structure should be used
in appraising the cost of capital. The
FCC has never dictated to A.T. & T. the
proportion of equity debt that would be
prudent. While AT. & T. has found it
advantageous to have a relatively high
proportion of equity that contributes to
stabilizing the return over time appor-
tionable to stockholders, the question re-
mains whether the cost of capital should
be based merely on whatever the capital
structure of the enterprise happens to
be, or whether the responsibility of Gov-
ernment regulation extends beyond this
to the consideration of what constitutes
a prudent structure—a structure that
could conceivably be at variance with one
preferred by the firm.

A third observation is that, in evaluat-
ing the returns, it is important to keep
in mind that they are taken from the
operating results reported by the com-
panies themselves. I quote again the
words of the Commission’s staff:

It should be kept in mind that such fig-
ures are constructed from Operating results
data as reported to the Commission by the
company. In other words, the operating ex-
pease items included by the Bell System
and the base to which its earnings are re-
lated have not been subjected to any de-
talled examination by the Commission to
determine the propriety of all amounts re-
ported as plant investment and operating
expenses. To the extent that any such
amounts should be found to be improper
for ratemaking purposes, the above return
figures would be increased and thereby re-
duce the amount of revenue required to pro-
duce whatever return the Commission will
decide is fair and reasonable. As the Com-
mission knows, questions have been raised
from time to time by its staff as well as by
other telephone regulatory bodies concern-
ing various matters which have an important
bearing upon Bell System revenue require-
ments, but which have never been the sub-
ject of a formal determination by this Com-
mission for ratemaking purposes.

To what extent does the regulatory
agency have a responsibility to audit
and to pass upon the propriety of indi-
vidual operating items? It is my under-
standing that the FCC is primarily con-
cerned that the Bell System should
follow a uniform accounting system in
which expense and investment items are
placed in the proper accounts, but
whether particular items should or
should not be included at all is seldom
questioned.

With respect to the specific conditions
surrounding the proposed toll rate in-
crease in 1953, the FCC concluded that
the 6.5-percent return on capital was
somewhat higher than Bell's cost of cap-
ital, judged even on the basis of Bell’s
equity-debt structure. The FCC was
therefore faced with three alternatives:
First, it could suspend the proposed in-
crease for a period of 3 months, pending
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a decision after a hearing as to the law-
fulness of the rates. The burden of
proof in such a hearing would be on the
carrier to demonstrate the justice and
reasonableness of the revised toll rates;
second, it could suspend the rates and
designate the matter for a hearing and
investigation, after which it could pre-
scribe just and reasonable rates to be
observed by the carrier in the future.
Again the burden of proof would fall on
the carrier; third, it could do nothing,
thereby allowing the new rates to go
into effect.

The FCC chose the last course; it did
nothing. Although the usual procedure
in other communications fields has been
to suspend major rate changes and des-
ignate the matter for a hearing, the FCC
decided against formal proceedings.

After the 1953 rate increase was grant-
ed, toll trafic volume continued to de-
cline through the first quarter of 1954.
‘With the toll rate increase, however, the
interstate rate of return was held in the
range of 6 to 6.5 percent; largely because
of a substantial increase in traffic in the
last quarter of 1954, the rate of return
rose to 6.6 percent for the year. In 1955,
traffic volume rose about 10 percent
above that in 1954 and the rate of return
for the year rose to 7.7 percent. The
g.fangmission’s staff noted at the time

It would appear, however, that at existing
rate levels interstate services of the Bell
System are producing earnings which are
at the least liberally adequate to insure the
financial integrity and safety of the capital
invested in the plant devoted to the furnish-
ing of these services. It is also pertinent
that the indicated going rate of earnings of
7 to 75 percent represents a consid-
erable improvement in the level of inter-
state earnings reported by the Bell System
for most of the past several years, and may
also be compared with the return of 6.5
percent which it was estimated would derive
from the October 1, 1953, increase.

The rate of return continued to rise,
reaching a peak of 8.5 percent in the first
quarter of 1956. During this period
there was discussion within the FCC
about the possibility of seeking a toll
rate reduction either by (a) informal
negotiation with Bell in an effort to get
agreement on a rate reduction, or (b)
institution of a formal rate proceeding.
Af the same time, another factor com-
plicated the picture. The criteria for
allocating common costs between inter-
state and other services were recon-
sidered at the NARUC convention in
October 1955, and it was decided that
the separations manual I previously re-
ferred to should be revised in a way that
would throw a larger proportion of total
investment and expenses into the inter-
state accounts. This change in separa-
tions procedures under the so-called
modified Phoenix plan, by shifting about
$150 million of plant investment and $20
million of annual operating expenses
from intrastate to interstate operations,
was expected to reduce the rate of return
in interstate service by about eight-
tenths of a percentage point. This
change went into effect July 1, 1956, at a
time when the rate of return on inter-
state operations was running at about
8.4 percent. Under the new separations
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procedures, the rate dropped to 7.3 per-
cent in 1957 and 1958. During this whole
period, then, from 1953 to 19857, there
was no formal rate proceeding or in-
formal negotiations with Bell about the
possibilities of toll rate reductions.
Rather, possibly as a substitute for a
toll rate decrease, a change in the ground
rules of separations brought about a re-
duction in the rate of return.

Finally, in 1959, with the continuation
of Bell’s interstate rate of return in ex-
cess of 7 percent, a message toll rate re-
duction amounting to $50 million was
negotiated. Despite this reduction, how-
ever, the rate of return remained at 7.9
percent in 1959 and 7.8 percent in 1960.

One final observation is in order: The
structure of toll rates as opposed fo the
overall level of rates is apparently sub-
ject to no FCC regulation. In the mem-
orandums issued around the time of the
October 1953 rate increase, there was
little mention as to whether relative dif-
ferences in rates reflect relative differ-
ences in cost in any meaningful way.
While there was some discussion, with
reference to cost of the appropriate pro-
portion of the 3-minute initial period
rate that should be charged for each
minute of overtime and of the discount
to be allowed for offpeak service, there
was no discussion of, say, whether $3
messages entail, on the average, twice
the cost of $1.50 messages.

REGULATION OF OVERSEA SERVICE RATES

AT, & T. owns and controls all domes-
tic facilities for oversea message toll
telephone service. It hasradiotelephone
ground stations in New York, Oakland,
and Miami from which circuits reach
nearly every prineipal country in the
world. Inaddition, it has one submarine
cable to England and one to France from
Nova Scotia, one to Havana and one to
Puerto Rico from Florida, one to Hawaii
from San Francisco, and one to Ketchi-
kan from Seattle.

The structure of telephone rates be-
tween New York City and oversea points
to which direct radiotelephone or cable
service is provided by AT. & T. is ex-
tremely interesting For virtually all
distance intervals 2,500 to 11,000 miles,
the 3-minute day person rate is uniform
at $12. To a few areas of the world
where service with the United States is
provided by routings through third
countries, notably to India and to some
points in the Far East and Africa, the
rate is $15. The rate falls to $9 for rela-
tively close-in points in the West Indies;
the few scattered points represent rates
to Hawalii, $10.50; Western Alaska, $8.25;
and Bermuda, $6. Unlike the case of
domestic rates, night and Sunday dis-
counts are not applicable to all points
and, except for Hawaii, there is no re-
duction below the person rate for day
station calls. These rates are established
by AT. & T. in direct negotiation with
representatives of the individual foreign
countries involved.

The rates negotiated by A.T. & T. are
filed with the FCC but neither FCC nor
any other Government agency partici-
pates directly in oversea toll rate deter-
mination. There has been literally no
FCC regulation of oversea rates them-
selves in the sense of maintaining rates
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at an overall level that provides a rea-
sonable rate of return on international
business considered separately; since
oversea service revenues and ex
have not been separated out from other
Bell interstate business, a separate rate
of return cannot be computed. Mixed
together are the investment, revenue,
and expense items that pertain indis-
tinguishably to international message
toll business as well as to domestic inter-
state message toll business and TWX,
private line, and program broadcasting
service discussed earlier. According to
a Rand study it appears that neither
AT, & T. nor the FCC knows what the
current rate of return is on international
business or to what extent, therefore, the
rate levels and structures reflect the
costs of performing the services in
question.
REGULATION OF INTRASTATE TOLL AND LOCAL
EXCHANGE RATES

State utility commissions, having been
given authority to recognize the rate
for intrastate toll and local exchange
service, generally follow the FCC and
adopt the “reasonable” rate of return
as the proper criterion for rate control.
For our purposes, the most striking fea-
ture of State regulation is that, in mak-
ing decisions in rate cases, only Cali-
fornia and Wisconsin routinely require
operating data to be separated so that
intrastate toll and local exchange opera-
tions can be distinguished from each
other. Typically a Bell-associated com-
pany will present proposed tariff changes
to the State commission and the com-
mission will pass judgment not only on
the basis of whether rate of return is
reasonable on the particular services
which are affected by the tariff changes
but on whether, given the rate adjust-
ments, the rate of return on total intra-
state business would be reasonable.

The intrastate toll structures resemble
the interstate structure in that rates are
a step function of distance, they are uni-
form throughout the State, and pre-
miums and discounts are figured on the
basis of the station day rate to derive
the person day and offpeak rates and
the station offpeak rate. A notable dis-
similarity to interstate rates is that in
nearly all cases intrastate rates are
higher than interstate rates for consid-
erable distances.
RATE-COST RELATIONSHIPS IN THE TELEPHONE

INDUSTRY

To predict the impact of satellite tech-
nology on toll rates, 1t is essential to
examine present-day relationships be-
tween rates and costs. Whether satellite
induced cost reductions will be reflected
in reduced rates can be inferred, in part,
from analysis of the extent to which
present-day rates respond to changes in
these costs. Here we are thinking of cost
in terms of conventional “average” or
“unit” cost—the total cost incurred in
supplying the telephone service in ques-
tion—ineluding cost of capital and the
allocation of common costs—divided by
the number of units of service sold. The
more closely do present-day rates cor-
respond to these average costs and the
more rapidly do they respond to changes
in these costs, the more likely will a
reduction in average cost, due to em-
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ployment of satellite relays, be reflected
in commensurate reductions in rates.
On the other hand, if rates for various
services do not reflect the costs incurred
in these services, or if we observe changes
in cost while rates remain constant or
respond only with a lag, we can infer
that the effect of satellite-induced cost
reductions on rates will be ambiguous.

Let us examine the rate of return of
various services as a measure of the ex-
tent to which the prices of services reflect
costs. The greater the rate of return for
a particular service, the higher is the
unit price relative to average cost, that
is, the greater is the ratio of a given
telephone rate to the cost of the service
charged for. We are concerned with the
rate of return on interstate business con-
sidered as a whole, to support judg-
ments about the level of interstate rates
relative to the total cost of interstate
operations.

We are also concerned with the rate of
return of various more narrowly defined
services, to support judgments about the
structure of rates and of costs. Three
questions will serve as focal points:

First. What is the rationale for em-
ployment of the eriterion of “reasonable
rate of return” in controlling the level
of rates charged for telephone services?

Second. What are the major con-
ceptual difficulties faced by regulatory
bodies in maintaining telephone revenue
at a level that bears a close relationship
to total cost? In view of these difficul-
ties, how effective has been FCC regu-
lation of Bell's rate of return on inter-
state business?

Third. To what extent do differences
in rates charged for particular services
reflect differences in the costs of per-
forming those services, and how is this
relationship affected by regulatory con-
trol interacting with the firm’s pursuit
of its own self-interest?

THE RATIONALE OF REGULATING THE RATE OF
RETURN

Regulation by the FCC and State
agencies of the telephone industry is
based largely on the notion that tele-
phone companies, protected from the
competitive pressures present in most
U.S. industries, could raise telephone
rates and could enjoy excessive profits
if they were not subject to outside con-
trol. As an ethical judgment, it is
argued by some persons that it is
not in the public interest for the
firm to reap large profits simply because
it has a monopoly position. These
profits, being in excess of the firm’s
costs, constitute a reward, so it is argued,
that is over and above the return re-
quired to give the firm incentive to pro-
vide the services in question.

The reasonable rate of return criterion
is, therefore, used as a tool to reduce or
eliminate such “excess” profits: after de-
duction of all proper expenses from gross
revenues, the firm is to be left with a
net revenue just sufficient to cover its
cost of capital, that is, the return re-
quired to provide sufficient incentives to
investors to supply capital to the firm.
OVERALL INTERSTATE RATE-COST RELATIONSHIPS

How effective has the FCC been, in
fact, in maintaining interstate telephone
rates at a level that generates a total
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revenue just equal to total cost of inter-
state operations? In other words, to
what extent has regulation eliminated
“excess” profits in interstate telephone
business? Unfortunately, no definitive
answer is possible. This is due not only
to the fact that the separation of costs
into intrastate and interstate accounts is
subject to controversy, but also to the
fact that, in general, objective standards
are lacking by which the “true’ costs in-
curred in the telephone industry—and
in many other regulated industries—can
be determined. The very fact that the
industry is regulated implies that it is
not subject to the free-market competi-
tion that ordinarily provides guidelines
by which the performance of an industry
can be evaluated. The conceptual prob-
lems of regulatory control, arising out of
the absence of a competitive norm for
appraising market behavior, are the sub-
ject of a voluminous literature. Never-
theless, I would like to mention a few
of the basic problems:

First. The difficulty of determining
what rate of return is reasonable.
Should rate of return be computed on
the basis of equity or of debt capitaliza-
tion or of what mixture of the two?
Given the differential risks of various en-
terprises, general economic conditions,
rates of return allowed other utilities,
competition in the money market from
other industries, and future requirements
for additional capital, what rates of re-
turn are sufficient to induce replenish-
ment and expansion of a firm's capital,
while not being excessive? What re-
turn is required, over and above costs in
the strict accounting sense, to give the
firm incentive to engage in cost reducing
innovation? If the firm were always
forced down to a return covering only
its costs it would have no incentive to ex-
plore and employ new cost-saving tech-
nology, since it would not be able to cap-
ture for itself any increase in profit in
s0 doing. While the costs of the firm
could well be interpreted as including a
share of additional profit as a reward for
innovation, the question as to how much
reward is required on incentive grounds
admits of no clear-cut answer.

Second. The difficulty of determining
the base on which rate of return is to
be computed. Should the base be the
value of whatever plant investment the
firm shows on its balance sheet, or the
value of “prudent” investment, or the
value of “used and useful” investment?
If the base is the value of plant invest-
ment, the firm has available a possible
loophole in that it can capitalize mo-
nopoly profits by inflating its rate base.
If the base is the value of “prudent” in-
vestment, or the value of “used and use-
ful” investment, the problem arises of
determining what is in fact prudent or
used and useful investment. And, to
open another Pandora’s box, should this
base be valued in terms of original cost
or reproduction cost? The literature on
the subject of original versus reproduc-
tion costs, together with the records of
rate cases fought on this issue, would fill
a considerable number of books.

Third. The difficulty of determining
what expenses are proper subtractions
from gross revenues to derive net reve-
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nue used in rate-of-return computa-
tions. If the regulatory commission al-
lows whatever expenses the company
claims, the company can simply spend
its monopoly profits by inflating its ex-
pense accounts, as by spending a good
deal on advertising, public relations,
basic and applied research, as well as
granting handsome salaries and non-
pecuniary benefits to executives.

An important question is whether the
criterion of reasonable rate of return is
really meaningful when the regulatory
commission assumes little control over
investment and expense items that go
into the computation of rate of return.

Subsequent to the 1953 rate increase,
when Bell’s profits were running in ex-
cess of 7 percent, the FCC was handi-
capped in taking action because of the
lack of a formal proceeding that would
provide appropriate guidelines for Bell's
pricing policies:

The Commission has never made a formal
determination defining what is a fair rate
of return for interstate service or the basis
upon which such return should be com-
puted. Nor has the Commission ever for-
mally determined wvarious other guestions
which are involved in evaluating interstate
revenue requirements for ratemaking pur-
poses. Accordingly, the stafl is not in a posi-
tion to state definitively whether the present
indicated level of earnings warrants concern
by the Commission as to the justness and
reasonableness of existing rates.

A further impediment arises from the
fact that in toll-rate negotiations an up-
per and lower limit of reasonableness
exists between which the parties nego-
tiate. If Bell proposes a rate increase,
it has in a sense the “burden of proof”
in justifying the reasonableness of the
proposed increase, that is, the benefit of
the doubt is enjoyed by the FCC. If, on
the other hand, the FCC negotiates with
Bell for a reduction in rates, then
AT, & T. gets the benefit of the doubt.
At first glance this procedure would seem
fair insofar as it generally gives the ben-
efit of the doubt to the party that does
not initiate the negotiations. At the
same time, in considering an industry
in which technological change has been
as rapid as it has been in the telephone
industry, one wonders whether this pro-
cedure does not introduce a bias result-
ing in a lag between unit cost reductions
and rate reductions. Since the trend of
unit costs in the telephone industry for
message toll service has been downward,
the benefit of doubt in rate negotiations
has generally gone to A.T. & T.—a factor
which compounds the FCC's task in suc-
cessfully negotiating rate reductions.
The explanation for the comparatively
small toll rate reduction negotiated in
1959 may well lie in the fact that the bur-
den of demonstrating the reasonableness
of the reductions fell upon the shoulders
of the FCC. One can well ask why, fun-
damentally, it should be the responsibil-
ity of the regulator agency to show that a
given toll-rate reduction is reasonable
rather than that it should be the re-
sponsibility of the company to show that
the rate reduction is not reasonable.

These factors are at least partially
responsible for the fact that a substan-
tial lag occurred in the 1950’s between
the time of Bell's apparent reduction in
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cost per unit of service rendered, as
measured by the rise in Bell’s rate of re-
turn, and the time when telephone toll
rates were reduced. It should be noted
that soon after the rate increase in 1953,
the rate of return rose above the pre-
dicted 6.5 percent—and even 6.5 percent,
had been considered by the FCC fo be
more than Bell's cost of capital—and
remained at higher levels for the re-
mainder of the decade. Yet it was not
until 6 years after the 1953 increase that
the FCC negotiated a rate reduction
with Bell, and even the 1959 reduction
has not pushed the rate of return below
T percent. It is true that interstate toll
rates have fallen very substantially dur-
ing the whole course of Bell's history,
but the erucial question is, How closely
correlated with cost reductions were
these toll rate reductions? On the basis
of the regulatory record during 1953—
59, it appears that FCC practices have
resulted in a substantial lag in the ad-
justment of rates to changes in cost.
THE STRUCTURE OF RATES AND COSTS

In addition to the relationship be-
tween overall rate levels and total cost
of interstate operations, measured by
the overall rate of return of interstate
telephone operations, we must also
examine the relationships between rate
structure and cost structure. To what
extent do differences in rates for various
services reflect differences in costs of
performing these services? I have al-
ready stated that the FCC has been
primarily emphasizing the criterion of
reasonable rate of return on overall in-
terstate operations, and it has not paid a
great deal of attention to relationships
between rate structure and cost struc-
ture. In the absence of regulatory con-
trol over those relationships we might
expect cost per unit to constitute a
widely varying percentage of the price
charged for the various telephone serv-
ices offered. The regulated firm would
still be free to charge relatively high
monopoly rates for some services and
“use™ its monopoly profits to support
other services whose revenues do not
fully cover their own costs. By “spread-
ing"” out its monopoly profit over a wide
range of services in this manner, it might
still show an overall “reasonable” rate
of return on all services taken together.
In so doing, however, the rate it sets for
any particular service might be either
higher or lower than the unit cost it
incurs in providing that service.

If message toll service, TV and radio
program transmission, private wire serv-
ice, and TWX service were each costed
separately, the total revenues from each
service might not equal the total cost
of the service—including the cost of cap-
ital and allocation of common cost as
computed by the FCC—even if the firm
offering all these services were to show
overall equality between total cost and
total revenue for all services taken to-
gether. On the basis of evidence from
special cost studies, the staff of the FCC
has summarized Bell’s situation:

In the absence of special studies to segre-
gate the cost applicable to each service, it is
not possible to estimate with any degree
of accuracy the level of earnings from each
service or to determine whether the partic-
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ular service is earning more or less than a
fair return. It will be recalled that in 1953
such studies were made for the Bell System’s
TWX and private line telegraph services and
culminated in rate adjustments, effective
July 1, 1958, for these services. More re-
cently, cost studies have been made with re-
spect to the television transmission services
of the Bell System. It would appear from
the studies that at existing rates the serv-
ices are not fully compensatory, and that
Bell is earning only a nominal return if any
at all from them. Thus, on the basis of
the results indicated by the cost studies, it
appears that other interstate operations of
the Bell System, principally message toll tel-
ephone services, are subsidizing the users of
the intercity televislon transmission services,
to the extent that the latter services are
producing less than a falr return on the net
investment allocated to those services.

Consider now two other kinds of serv-
ice, again broadly defined—interstate
message toll telephone service and intra-
state telephone service. Here too there
is evidence that ratios of total revenue
to total cost in each of the two services
are not the same. For one thing, the
rate of return on interstate service, at
least in certain years for which we have
data, is higher than that on intrastate
service. And, the payments that Bell
makes to independent conneecting car-
riers for their local costs of performing
toll services appear to be higher than the
cost they incur in performing these serv-
ices, which suggests that in a sense toll
service subsidizes local service.

It is interesting to break down Bell's
intrastate and interstate operations for
selected years from 1949 to 1960. Ineach
of the first 3 years interstate operations
earned about 1.7 percentage points more
than intrastate operations, and raised
the Bell overall rate of return by about
0.3 of a percentage point. Partly because
of the adoption in mid-1956 of the modi-
fled Phoenix plan, under which there
was a substantial increase in the propor-
tion of investment and expenses allo-
cated to the interstate accounts, the gap
between intrastate and interstate rate of
return has fallen in recent years to about
0.8 of a percentage point.

That interstate revenues partially sup-
port intrastate services is suggested by
the amounts paid by Bell to independent
connecting earriers providing local serv-
ice portions of toll operations. When a
toll call is originated in the local ex-
change of an independent carrier, the
carrier collects the toll revenue and turns
it over to Bell. Periodically the carrier
receives a reimbursement based on a
schedule negotiated between the carrier
and Bell. While these agreements vary,
over one-half of the independent car-
riers are covered by a uniform settlement
arrangement promulgated by the Inde-
pendent Telephone Association. With-
out going into a detailed discussion of
the reasons, the evidenece shows that
short-haul ecalls do not cover their
total cost while long-haul calls gener-
ate revenues in excess of their total cost.
The evidence most directly supporting
this statement is drawn from the Bell
System study of six areas of less-than-
40-mile interstate toll traffic for the 9
months ending January 31, 1946. Data
from these studies show that substantial
losses were suffered in this short-haul
traffic in all six areas. Since Bell was
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earning no less than a reasonable rate
of return on interstate business as a
whole in 19486, it follows that long-haul
business was earning more than a rea-
sonable rate of return in order to com-
pensate for the losses in short-haul
traffic.

Additional evidence, drawn from a
study made by the Mountain States
Telephone Co. for very short-haul traf-
fic—5 cents initial-period rate—reveals
that large losses were reported in all
areas studied.

The principal physical difference be-
tween the interstate service upon which
it gets a presumed reasonable rate of
return and its intrastate service is that
intrastate service involves on the average
a much shorter haul; that is, the average
intrastate call involves a shorter dis-
tance than does the average interstate
call. In one sample made in the late
1940's, the average interstate call in-
volved the distance of 204 miles while
for 18 States the average length of intra-
state calls ranged from 9 to 54 miles.

State regulatory commissions—with
the exception of those in California and
Wisconsin—do not normally require in
rate hearings a separation between local
exchange and intrastate toll investment
and expenses. Nevertheless, several spe-
cial studies were undertaken in the late
1940’s in which separations were made
between local service and intrastate toll.
The results of these studies disclose that
the companies operated their intrastate
toll business at a negative rate of return
of —0.62 percent while interstate toll
generated a positive 5.27 percent and the
local exchange a positive 3.33 percent.
These data, broken down for individual
States show a positive relationship be-
tween the average distance of call in
each State and the profitability of intra-
state toll business. While as a group
they received little if any positive return
from intrastate tolls, the ones that indi-
vidually receive positive returns general-
ly have relatively long intrastate toll
hauls; the ones that suffer large losses
have relatively short hauls, resulting
from the positive character of the
relationship between net revenue and
distance.

Moreover, not only did intrastate toll
business apparently earn less than a rea-
sonable rate of return in the late 1940's,
at least as shown by this sample of 18
States, but at the same time intrastate
rates were generally higher than inter-
state rates for comparable distances. In
most States the station-fo-station day
rate runs 15 to 30 percent more than the
interstate rate for comparable distance
while their person-to-person rates run
from 30 to 80 percent more. Only Penn-
sylvania and Delaware price their entire
intrastate business on the basis of the
interstate schedules.

In Alabama, for example, the person
day rate for intrastate, 50-mile messages
is 82 percent higher than that charged
for interstate 50-mile messages. The
person night rate is 73 percent higher.
The ratios of 1.00 for Delaware and
Pennsylvania indicate the adherence of
these two States to the interstate sched-
ules. While Pennsylvania is on the
interstate schedules, neighboring Ohio
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with much the same population density,
per capita income, and history of eco-
nomic development, shows quite large
disparities. Georgia and Florida show
small disparities while Alabama and
Louisiana show large ones. There are
no striking differences between Eastern
and Western States or between large
ones—either in population or area— and
small ones.

An investigation conducted in 1950 dis-
closed that for all rate classifications the
intrastate rates were about 35 percent
higher than interstate rates.

The fact that intrastate toll earnings
are relatively low and at the same time
intrastate rates are higher than inter-
state, suggests that the primarily short
haul intrastate toll business is relatively
unprofitable if charged at the interstate
levels, which tend to underprice short
haul interstate traffic. And even if pre-
miums above interstate levels are
charged, they are not sufficient to bring
the intrastate rate of return up to that
for interstate business.

Another reason why intrastate toll
rates are relatively high is that State
commissions allow relatively high intra-
state toll rates in order to subsidize local
exchange service. I understand that
commissions are frequently more amen-
able to the idea of raising tolls than of
raising the local exchange rates—that
somehow raising additional revenues
through tolls is more “‘politically palat-
able” than raising it through local ex-
change rates.

In conclusion, the evidence indicates
that short haul interstate traffic does not
cover its total cost and that long haul
interstate traffic covers more than its
total cost. Because intrastate toll busi-
ness is predominantly short haul in
character, it would not earn an adequate
rate of return if priced on the interstate
schedules. Even though intrastate toll
business is priced above interstate rates,
intrastate toll business may continue to
show a lower rate of return than inter-
state, There is a correlation between in-
trastate profitability and length of haul.

While long-haul rates have dropped
drastically, short-haul rates at 60 miles
and below have hardly changed at all.
The explanation for this paradox may lie
in the fact that technological advance-
ment in the industry has brought about
reductions in long-haul costs—that is, by
perfection of high-capacity coaxial and
microwave systems—much more rapidly
than they have brought about reductions
in the local terminal costs.

OVERSEA MESSAGE TOLL RATES AND COSTS

Let us now examine costs and revenues
in oversea traffic. Unfortunately, these
are much less abundant than those
available for domestic business.

Again we have to ask these questions:

First. Does the structure of oversea
rates reflect accurately the differentials
in cost incurred in performing the re-
spective services?

Second. Are oversea rates set at a
general level that bears a close relation-
ship to overall costs incurred in oversea
telephone business?

With respect to the first question, we
mentioned before that the basic rate
remains uniform at $12 for a wide range
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of distances and routings of oversea calls.
Yet it is inconeceivable that cost remains
constant for these various kinds of calls.
For instance, the cost of the message from
Los Angeles to Moscow is certainly
greater than the cost of the message
from New York to London although the
toll rate is the same for both. Further-
more, in examining the division of
revenue between countries, we find that
the oversea link absorbs a widely vary-
ing revenue per message—depending on
the location of the originating and ter-
minating points—and this variation is
not a function of cost of ocean link op-
erations.

Without going into details, we find
that the disparities between rates and
costs are almost the same as for two
domestic messages of identical distance
but different routings. For example,
the cost of a message from Los Angeles
to New York is certainly far lower than
for one from Tillamook, Oreg., to Bar
Harbor, Maine, since the former could
use directly Bell's transcontinental mi-
erowave system, while the latter must
take a circuitous routing over relatively
high cost line facilities. Yet the rate
charged for the two calls is the same, be-
cause domestic toll rates, being a func-
tion only of airline distance, do not
reflect the costs of particular routings.
The oversea tariffs are similar in that
they do not reflect costs of particular
routings either—it is just that they go
one step further and dispense with the
relationship to distance as well.

Now let us turn to our second ques-
tion, concerning the relationship be-
tween oversea rates and overall costs
incurred in providing oversea service,
For oversea operations, there are no FCC
or company data on expenses or reve-
nues, and we cannot, therefore, make an
analysis comparable to that made for
domestic services. The Federal Com-
munications Commission has never had
the data to regulate oversea phone serv-
ice. However, let us try a very rough
computation of profitability of United
States-European telephone traffic on the
basis of the little information available.

In 1958 A.T. & T.’s share of gross reve-
nues from European service was approxi-
mately $10.1 million. For this service it
employed ocean links consisting of ra-
diotelephone facilities on the east coast
and one transatlantic telephone cable—
TAT-1—in which it holds 50 percent
ownership. AT. & T.'s share of the
cable investment was about $23 million
and its annual operating and mainte~
nance expenses run to about $200,000.
An annual revenue of $2.5 million would
cover the cost of the cable and its an-
nual expenses, assuming an 8 percent
interest rate and a 20-year life,

While A.T. & T.'s costs for the trans-
atlantic radiotelephone facilities are
not available, we do have data about
the west coast-Hawaiian radiotelephone
service. In 1957 this service was esti-
mated at $1.2 million in investment and
$389,000 in annual operating expenses.
Since the traffic volume between the
United States and Europe is approxi-
mately three times the volume between
the continental United States and
Hawail we shall assume that radiotele-
phone costs are also three times as great
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which would give us $3.6 million invest-
ment and $1.2 million annual operating
expenses, a cost that would be covered—
again assuming 20-year life and 8-per-
cent interest rate—by an annual revenue
of $1.6 million.

In addition to these ocean link costs
we must also consider land line haul and
terminal costs for oversea service. We
shall presume that the average point of
origin of messages was in zone 2 of the
United States, and shall take the 75-cent
figure as reflecting the line haul cost per
3 minutes of wuse. Presuming that
AT. & T.s revenues of $10.1 million are
one-half of the dollar equivalent total
revenues for United States-European
service—a proportion suggested by the
revenue-sharing agreements—and divid-
ing the $20.2 million estimate by the
total of 772,000—inbound plus out-
bound—messages we derive an estimated
revenue of $27 per call. This figure gives
an average length of call of 7 minutes at
the $12 basic rate or a total of 5.4 million
messages minutes. Multiplying $0.75/3
by 5.4 million, we get a line haul estimate
of $1.3 million. We estimate the local
terminal costs by considering the pay-
ments that would be made to independ-
ent telephone companies for their local
costs if their toll operations were con-
fined exclusively to oversea service, that
is, if their average revenue per message
were $27. The total charge to the local
terminal companies is approximately $2.
Multiplying this figure by the 420,000
outbound messages gives a total of
$840,000.

All these estimated costs together—
$2.5 million cable, $1.6 million radio-
telephone, $1.3 million line haul, and $0.8
million local terminal—total $6.3 million
or only about 60 percent of AT. & T.'s
gross European oversea revenue of
$10.1 million for the year 1958. Using
the same techniques of estimation for
1959 data and adding to the oversea
link the second transaftlantic cable—
TAT-2—completed in September 1959
we get a cost of about $7.6 million or,
again, about 60 percent of AT. & T.'s
gross European oversea revenues of $12
million in 1959. In conclusion, even
after we have taken into account a cost
of capital of 8 percent of plant invest-
ment, total cost appears to be only about
60 percent of A'T. & T.'s revenue for
oversea service for the two most recent
years for which traffic data are avail-
able.

Of course, these estimates are very
rough and can by no means be taken
literally. At the same time the esti-
mates of costs were deliberately made
generous, and the estimates of line haul
and terminal costs, a source of consider-
able uncertainty in these computations,
could vary over a wide range without
materially affecting the conclusion that
revenues from transatlantic operations
appear to be substantially higher than
costs incurred in performing this service.
REGULATION OF TELEPHONE TOLL RATES AND

EMPLOYMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS SATEL-

LITES

What are the implications of all this
for the use of communications satel-
lites? In particular, given the continua-
tion of current regulatory practices and
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policies, in what manner will introduc-
tion of communications satellites affect
telephone rates? If telephone com-
panies do achieve voice channel cost re-
ductions by resort to satellite technology,
they may reduce rates for the services
affected, but not necessarily by the full
amounft of the cost savings, and they
may reduce rates for other services not
affected directly by satellite operations.
Furthermore, because these reductions
may take place over a period of years
after satellites are introduced, the cause
and effect relationship between cost re-
duction and rate reduction may be
blurred. The longer is this timelag, the
greater will be the extent to which the
cost reductions made possible by satel-
lite usage will be mixed in with cost re-
duction arising from technological prog-
ress in other areas of the industry, and
the more difficult it will be to attribute
any particular telephone rate reductions
to communications satellites.

Consider a single hypothetical exam-
ple: Suppose that a few years after satel-
lite service is established between New
York and London the basic toll rate
drops from $12 to $9. The consumer will
probably not be able to determine
whether the rate reduction was due to
first, lower cost per unit of service re-
sulting from adoption of satellite com-
munication techniques; second, delayed
response to the reduction in unit cost
resulting from the improved submarine
cables laid before the satellite system
was introduced; third, reduction in unit
costs not connected directly with trans-
atlantic telephone operations; fourth,
agreements between AT. & T. and for-
eign government establishing a new
basic $9 rate which has little relation-
ship to any immediate cost reduction.

In short, while consumers may in gen-
eral benefit from the use of satellite serv-
ices, the benefits may not be commen-
surate with cost reductions deriving
from the satellite system; and the bene-
fits are likely to be distributed in a man-
ner that will cloud the cause-effect re-
lationship.

There are several characteristics of
the telephone industry I mentioned
earlier that would lead us to this con-
clusion: First, the absence of FCC regu-
lation with respect to the level and
structure of oversea toll rates; second,
the lack of attention devoted to the
structure of domestic rates; third, the
oversea and domestic rate structures
that provide single rates for wide vari-
ations in distance and routing; fourth,
the behavior of the firm itself in a man-
ner that makes tenuous the relationship
between rates and costs; fifth, and the
empirical evidence that the differences
between costs and rates vary from one
type of service to another.

Given current regulatory policies,
what can we expect will happen if the
telephone industry is faced with voice
channel cost reductions afforded by
satellite communications?

THE EFFECT OF SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS
ON OVERSEA RATES

Under current regulatory policies and
practices, the impact of voice channel
cost reductions on service between
United States and oversea point would,
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taken by itself, probably be reflected in
Bell's interstate operating accounts as
an increase in net revenue over that
which would have existed if the higher
cost transmission techniques had been
employed. If oversea rates were main-
tained at a constant level while satellite
communication is substituted for con-
struction of new submarine cable and
radiotelephone facilities, oversea gross
revenues would not change as a result
of satellite employment while operating
expenses (as a subtraction from gross
revenues) would decline to the extent
that satellite communication did lead to
lower voice channel unit costs than for
conventional transmission techniques.

The major problem, from the stand-
point of FCC regulation, is that this
change in Bell’s revenues would probably
not affect to a substantial degree Bell’s
overall rate of return on interstate—and
international—business, to which the
FCC pays primary attention, because the
contribution of oversea revenues and ex-
penses is a small part of the total. Even
if Bell were to make substantial profits
from satellite services, the effect on over-
all rate of return would probably not be
sufficient by itself to trigger FCC regu-
lations for toll rate reductions. Bell
might, of course, voluntarily reduce
oversea toll rates, as it has done in the
past, but the point here is that there is
little in the regulatory machinery that
would require it.

To consider some figures, in 1960 over-
sea gross revenues amounted to only
about 2 percent of total Bell interstate
gross revenue. It is true that oversea
telephone service is growing somewhat
more rapidly than Bell’s other interstate
services—10 to 15 percent annually com-
pared to about 10 percent for the rest—
and that, therefore, the percentage of
total revenue contributed by oversea
service will rise through time if these
rates of growth continue.

However, if both oversea and domestic
interstate services continue to grow as
they did between 1953 and 1960, by 1967
oversea service will still contribute only
about 4 percent of the total interstate
gross revenue. To understand better
the significance of the oversea contri-
bution, consider this hypothetical ex-
ample. Assume that, first, oversea reve-
nue is in fact 4 percent of the total
in 1967; second, annual costs of the
satellite system and all other costs in-
curred in oversea traffic amount to only
25 percent of total oversea revenue, and
the other 75 percent represents profit;
third, marginal State and Federal tax
rates against Bell's net revenue are the
same as they were in 1953; and fourth,
the ratio of total net plant to total gross
revenue in Bell’s interstate accounts is
equal to 2—roughly the ratio existing in
the late 1950’s. Under these assumptions
oversea revenue would raise Bell's over-
all interstate rate of return by about
eight-tenths of a percentage point.

But we already mentioned that Bell's
rate of return fluctuated from 6.5 per-
cent to about 8 percent between 1954 and
1958 without major toll rate changes be-
ing made—a fluctuation considerably
larger than eight-tenths of a percentage
point. It would appear, then, that under
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these assumptions a return of 75 percent
on oversea revenue would not necessarily
trigger negotiations by the FCC for toll
rate reductions.

Of course we could make other sets of
assumptions under which the effect of
Bell's rate of return would vary. If by
1967 oversea revenues were to comprise
8 percent rather than 4 percent of total
interstate revenues, other assumptions
remaining the same, then overall rate
of return would rise by about 1.4 per-
centage points; if the revenue contri-
bution were 6 percent but oversea mes-
sage costs comprised 50 percent rather
than 25 percent of oversea revenue, then
overall rate of return would rise by about
1 percentage point.

The salient feature of all of these ex-
amples is that profit on oversea serv-
ice could be substantial, say 50 to 75
percent of oversea revenue, without
causing Bell's overall interstate rate of
return to vary by more than it has in the
past during times when its toll rates re-
mained constant. Because of the regu-
latory timelag, combined with the rela-
tively small effect of oversea net reve-
nue on Bell's overall interstate rate of
return, it is possible that large profits
could be earned on oversea business for
a number of years without pressure being
exerted for toll rate reductions. In ad-
dition, toll rate reductions may be de-
layed because of time required for traf-
fic to reach sufficient volume to show a
reduction in unit cost and because of al-
lowances made for amortization of exist-
ing facilities rendered obsolete by the
satellite system.

Furthermore, even if toll rate reduc-
tions are made, it is not necessarily true
that oversea toll rates would be the ones
reduced. To the extent that the firm de-
sires to obtain rate structures that are
politically “palatable” and to the extent
that regulation is lacking in maintaining
a close relationship between unit cost
and rates for particular services, the
“benefits” of satellite cost savings could
be spread to other services—such as
short haul interstate toll trafic—that are
not themselves affected by satellite
operation.

Regulation by the FCC of Bell's over-
all interstate rate of return would not
prevent Bell from maximizing profit in
the oversea sector. Bell's reaction to a
rising overall rate of return due to highly
profitable oversea operations may entail
expansion into other less profitable mar-
kets as a method of reducing overall
rate of return to the “allowable” rate
of return level, in preference to the
alternative of forgoing additional profit
in oversea service by lowering toll rates
for oversea service.

It should be noted that differences
between oversea rates and average costs
arising with satellite relays are not
different in nature, after all, from the
differences that already exist between
first, short haul and long haul inter-
state message toll traffic; second, inter-
state and intrastate traffic; third, inter-
state message toll traffic and other
kinds of interstate telephone business—
that is, TV program transmission—and
fourth, present oversea toll revenues and
costs. Evidence that such disparities
exist today simply strengthens the
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notion that disparities will exist in the
era of communications satellites.

The conclusion we reach, then, is that
the cost savings derivable from the new
techniques would probably not be dis-
tributed in such a way as to achieve
some of the political gains that might
otherwise accrue to the United States.
While the world may be duly impressed
at the time we introduce satellite serv-
ice on a commercial basis, continuation
of the favorable image will depend on
tangible benefits to the public here and
abroad. Of course, by simply cutting
costs, the satellite system will benefit
someone—the stockholder who receives
higher dividends because of higher
monopoly profit, the taxpayer whose tax
bill goes down because of larger taxes
paid by telephone companies on their
higher net revenue, and the telephone
user to the extent that he pays lower
telephone rates. But this may not be the
most desirable distribution for exploiting
the potential political advantages of a
successful communications satellite sys-
tem. A distribution more closely con-
sistent with this objective would involve
telephone rate reductions reflecting the
full effect of satellite cost reductions and
unambiguously displaying this cause-
effect relationship.

At an appropriate time I expect to
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute which I believe would be the
best approach to this whole problem.
The amendment I have in mind would
read as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That (a) the President is authorized and
requested to transmit to the Congress at
the earliest practicable time a proposed
plan, consistent with the provisions of this
Act, for the creation of a corporation to es-
tablish and operate, in cooperation with
Government a coI cial world-
wide communications system using com-
munications satellites in space and related
terrestrial installations.

“{b) Such plan shall contain appropriate
provisions to insure that—

“(1) the corporation so established shall
be privately owned;

*(2) the stock thereof shall be issued in
such manner as to encourage the widest dis-
tribution to the American public;

“(8) such satellite communications sys-
tem would be competitive with, and not
merely supplemental to, existing systems of
terrestrial communications;

“(4) such system could not become sub-
ject to direct or indirect ownership or con-
trol by one or more existing communications
common carriers;

“{6) adequate capitalization is provided
for the establishment and operation of the
communications satellite systemn until such
time as its revenues will assure the profitable
operation thereof without governmental as-
sistance.

“(e) Such plan shall contain such other
provisions as the President may deem ap-
propriate to provide for the establishment,
as expeditiously as practicable, of a commer-
cial communications satellite system, as part
of a global communications network, which
will be responsive to public needs and na-
tional objectives, which will serve the com-
munication needs of the United States and
other countries, and which will contribute
to world peace and understanding.”

Mr. President, it seems to me that is
the way we should be moving to get the
best effect, in the public interest, from
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a privately owned communications satel-
lite system. The fact that the present
plan before us started with the studies
and recommendations of an ad hoc com~
mittee composed of the so-called com-
munications common carriers seemed to
me, from the very beginning, to invite
the wrong answer to this problem.

I would be happy to support legisla-
tion that carried out the recommenda-
tion that the satellite system would not
belong to the existing communications
common carriers and that no one of them
could gain control of it, either directly
or indirectly.

By proceeding in this fashion, it seems
to me a privately owned corporation
could best serve the public interest, and,
in my judgment, that is the approach
that would best be used.

Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ment be received at the desk and printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

The following guestions and responses
occurred during the delivery of Mr.
Loneg’s address;

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. Does not this bill
completely reverse the historic policy of
Congress, developed over the last 100
years, as a result of extensive debate and
policy decisions by administrations and
by Congress; namely, that in order to
have the maximum development of a
new mode of transportation, whether it
be for the carrying of freight or for the
carrying of passengers, or whatnot, the
old form of transportation should not
have control of the new, competing
transportation facilities? Has not that
always been the American system and
policy, which would be reversed by this
bill, at least unless the amendment of
the distinguished Senator is adopted?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes, I be-
lieve that statement to be correct.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has
stated it is unprecedented. The Senator
is familiar with the fact, is he not, that
at the present time there is a cable that
lies underneath the ocean from this
country to England? In that particular
case, the communications carrier does
negotiate with the British Government in
connection with that cable. It is doing
it now. Many times it calls upon the
State Department, as is provided in this
bill, to assist them in those negotiations.

Furthermore, in this bill that pro-
cedure is even strengthened, to the effect
that we recite specifieally the traditional
powers of the President to negotiate the
foreign policy of our country, and that
nothing in the bill shall interfere with it.

It is true that the original bill sug-
gested the Secretary of State would do
it. Then various amendments were
made by committees of the Congress.
Members of the State Department wene
called back. They found the provision
that now appears—H.R. 11040—to be
absolutely acceptable to them.
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I thought the Recorp ought to show
that we are presently allowing private
companies—the A.T. & T., for example—
to negotiate with the British representa-
tives with regard to the cable that lies
underneath the ocean, through which
calls are made from this continent to the
continent of Europe.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall be
pleased to take a look at that matter.
I will accept the Senator’s word, but I
would still question whether the initial
agreement between this Nation and
England was made by the American
Telephone & Telegraph Co., speaking for
this Nation, and speaking for the com-
mercial interests of this country.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Bur~
pick in the chair). Does the Senator
from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator under-
stands, of course, that in the present
situation the U.S. Government has a
complete monopoly on the rocketry and
missile complex needed for any experi-
ment in space communications. In other
words, the A'T. & T. desire to carry out
its experiment with its own satellite re-
quires the use of Government launching
facilities—I think A.T. & T. is the only
company in the field, with the exception
of possibly RCA, which could afford to
conduct such an expensive experiment
on its own with the hope that someday,
if they could perfect a system, they
would own it exclusively.

This is one of the problems which
came before the committee and was con-~
sidered. Unless we make this a corpo-
rate effort we will actually make it a
monopoly effort, because there are, gen-
erally, one of two companies which could
engage in such an experiment, which
costs millions and millions of dollars.

The fact is that A.T. & T.’s desire to
place a satellite in orbit, requires the
cooperation of the Government because
the Government is the only power in
this country which ean shoot a satellite
into orbit. That is an exclusive field be-
longing strictly to the U.S. Government.

Even under the terms of the bill, if
the arrangement is made with the pri-
vate corporations, they must reimburse
the Government for the expense which is
incurred in shooting satellites into space.

The point I make this afternoon is that
the A.T. & T. cannof conduct its experi-
ment without the cooperation of the
Government because it does not have au-
thority to shoot a rocket or a satellite
into space.

Let us assume for a moment—this is
a matter which is being absolutely over-
looked, and I do not think it should
be overlooked—with respect to this
rivalry as to who shall get its communi-
cations satellites into orbit first, that
other nations such as Great Britain are
working in this direction. Great Britain
has the authority to set up its own “Cape
Canaveral,” as we have done, Lef us as-
sume that the British shoot up a com-
munications satellite, which they could
perfect and make commercially operable.
There is nothing which would stop the
English Government from leasing chan-
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nels to the A T. & T. The A.T. & T. could
lease it, could pay rent for the use of
that particular satellite, which would not
belong to the United States of America
and would not belong to any American
company. It would belong to a foreign
country.

There is not a single law under our
free enterprise system which would for-
bid or prohibit A.T. & T. from connect-
ing its facilities to the British communi-
cations satellite.

That is a point we have to bear in
mind. That is the reason why, I think,
the President is so anxious that we get
moving on this job, because the big ques-
tion is, Who will get there first?

If Russia should succeed in getting
there first, it would attempt to preempt
the channels. There are only so many
channels which can be used. A serious
question arises, “Will we be frozen out?”

The Senator says, “But we have
spent $25 billion.”

I have a letter which I think ought to
go into the Recorp, with the permission
of my good friend.

This letter comes from the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.
It relates to the money which has been
authorized for NASA.

In 1959 we authorized $126,087,000.

In 1960 we authorized $485,300,000.

In 1961 we authorized $970,000,000.

In 1962 we authorized $1,784,300,000.

The estimate for 1963 is $3,787,276,000.

Those are the amounts which have
been authorized for the years I have
stated. Next are the figures for the
funds appropriated.

In 1959 we appropriated total NASA
funds of $338,906,000. Of that amount
funds for “Vehicle development and pro-
curement” were $84,876,000. For “Com-
munications, spacecraft and support”—
this is the important thing—though we
keep talking about billions of dollars,
the amount was $3,204,000.

That is the money which was appro-
priated in 1959 for space communica-
tions.

In 1960 we appropriated $3,014,000.

In 1961 we appropriated $16,933,000.

In 1962 we appropriated $25,900,000.

For 1963 the estimated appropriation
is $50,538,000.

Next we come to the obligations. That
is the money that actually had been
obligated of the total appropriated. The
figures to follow relate to obligations:

There was obligated in 1959 $3,204,000,

In 1960, $3,014,000 was obligated.

In 1961, $13,620,000 was obligated.

In 1962, $5,718,000 was obligated.

That totals $25,556,000.

The point I wish to make is that Sen-
ators keep saying, “If we do not get
private industry into this project, we
will go full steam ahead.” I regret to
say—and I do not say this in criticism
of anyone—that if the position of my
good friend from Louisiana should pre-
vail in this debate, and if, by decision of
the Senate, there is not created a pri-
vate corporation, I would prayerfully
hope that we would become a little more
spirited and a little more enthusiastic
about appropriating money for this par-
ticular program, because the fact is that
we have not been spending as much as
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we should for communications experi-
mentation.

They come before our committee and
say, “Whether you create a private cor-
poration or not, we will do it anyway.”
They have been doing a wonderful job,
but our job in the expenditure of all that
money has not been directed toward per-
fecting a communications satellite. Our
stress has been in putting men into orbit
and in trying to reach the moon. We
are trying to land a man on the moon.
We have been trying to perfect our
technology and science with reference
to putting heavy payloads into space.

Insofar as actual experimentation on
communications is concerned, we have
not spent too much money. In fact, in
the aggregate, up to now, private indus-
try has spent more than the Government
has in the specific area of space com-
munications. So I fear that the idea that
the job would be done anyway is a some-
what fallacious point of view. I think
we ought to give it very serious thought.
I am not saying that my good friend
from Louisiana is wrong and that I am
right.

The point I am trying to make is this:
Let us not go off with the idea that if we
do not do something about the proposed
corporation this year, we can merely sit
back and the project will take care of
itself. If—God forbid—any other coun-
try succeeds in getting a satellite in
space before we do and begins to pre-
empt that area, and as I pointed out,
there are only so many frequencies avail-
able for use in space, and if a country
should preempt those frequencies be-
fore we do, we will be in a very unfortu-
nate position. I wish to make the
REcoRrp clear on that point.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Rhode Island has raised a number
of questions to which I should like to
respond. In the first place, the Senator
quoted the figures of the National Aero-
nauties and Space Administration. Do
the NASA figures include the expendi-
tures of the Department of Defense in
the same field?

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, no. I suppose
the figures of the Department of Defense
would be a little different.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Very much
0.
Mr. PASTORE. I ask the Senator to
state the figures. I am perfectly willing
to put those figures in the RECORD.
There is nothing mysterious about the
figure. I have presented the NASA
figure. It is not $25 billion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. My best in-
formation is that of our $25 billion in-
vestment to conquer space, $475 million
included the Department of Defense
fizure of expenditures in the field of
communications. I shall be glad to sup-
ply the documentation for that figure.

Mr. PASTORE. I think it would be
well to have that documentation in the
REcorp, My staff member handed to me
a statement related to the military com-
munications field. I understand that
there has been a shift in one of the pro-
grams from one agency of the Defense
Department to another because the pro-
gram was not going along too well. I
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read from a UPI release dated June 11 as
follows:

Department spokesmen were unable to say
how much of the $170 million spent on the
Advent satellite communications project
represented a total loss.

The AP release of June 11 said:

The spokesman refrained from criticizing
the work of the Army, which has spent about
$170 million in the project so far. Another
$100 million has been sought for the coming
year,

This is the report that has to do with
the shakeup of the lagging satellite com-
munication program of the Army.

The point I am attempting to make is
that we have been lagging. There is no
question about it. Let us not proceed
with the idea that the job will be done
anyway. Somewhere along the line
someone has been a little too relaxed in
the field which we are discussing. I am
not saying that it was not Congress. I
am not saying that it was not the mili-
tary. I am not saying that it was not
private industry. But I fear we must
discard the idea that we are proceeding
full steam ahead, and that we would be
going ahead anyway. If a private cor-
poration is not created—and I hope and
have every confidence that it will be—
I hope that we will review the Govern-
ment’s participation in the field and get
going on the job.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let us cover
the subject point by point. We are
talking about a $25 billion investment
in the effort to conquer space. My best
information is that $471 million of that
amount has been spent in the field of
space communications, I know that
A.T. & T. would, if it could, keep the Gov-
ernment out of communications research
completely because A.T. & T. can do its
research, charge the telephone users for
the expenditure, and still make a fair
rate of return over and above their ex-
penditures, which they are entitled to do
in their operations. For their private
advantage, I can understand why that
great corporation would want to keep
other companies out of the competition.
A.T. & T. is the greatest monopoly of all
mankind in the history of the earth.

So far as the assignment of channels is
concerned, I think the Senator knows—
and I certainly know—that we have
no channels to assign until foreign na-
tions agree. In other words, the Soviet
Union could jam every channel we have.
We could jam every channel that the
Soviet Union might have in a high orbi-
tal satellite.

Only when every nation agrees on how
many channels each nation shall have
can guarantees be made. It is possible
that without any agreement a small na-
tion, provided it could spend a few mil-
lion dollars for an adequate sending set
to transmit to the synchronous satellite,
which I believe will be the good and ef-
fective satellite, could jam the whole
operation by merely sending to such
satellite on each transmitting channel
on which we could send.

So the subject of assigning channels
involves an international agreement. If
we are going to communicate with Eng-
land, we must get the Russians to agree
that they will not communicate on the
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same channel at the same time. That is
one of the problems we shall have. That
will be a Government function no mat-
ter how we wish to try to arrive at the
solution of the question. It is something
that the Government must agree to. It
is also something that A.T. & T. is power-
less to do anything about without the
consent of the Government.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect; and under the bill it could not pos-
sibly do it. But the Senator will agree
that the country that first places such a
satellite into orbit will be in a strong
position at the conference, because a
bir(}l in the hand is worth two in the
bush.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Only if the
other nations will agree.

Mr. PASTORE. We have the satel-
lites. We would have the frequencies.
They would have nowhere else to go. If
the Russians get the satellite in space
first, we may have to do business with
Russia on her terms. If we get a satel-
lite in space first, so far as Senators hav-
ing anything to do with it is concerned,
one could bet his bottom dollar that
Russia would have to proceed in the
way we want the job done. If all de-
pends on which nation first places such
a satellite in orbit. That is important.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
is as familiar as I am with problems in
foreign relations. I serve on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, though I do
not claim any expertise in the field. But
the Senator from Rhode Island knows,
as well as I do, the difficulty of obtain-
ing any kind of agreement with the Rus-
sians. Itisalways a subject about which
no one can be sure.

The point is that if the Russians puft
a satellite in orbit first, and we put one
in orbit second, both nations will then
have the power to broadcast on all the
frenquencies at the same time. The
only way to produce order out of such
chaos would be to agree. But I assure
the Senator that if we get our satellite
in space first, we can anticipate that the
Russians will not treat us as boss man,
and if the Russians should get their
satellite in space first, we will not treat
the Russians as boss man in charge of
the destiny of outer space. We will still
undertake to put a satellite in space
whether we are first or second, and so
will the Russians.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes; but the first
nation to put a satellite in space would
have an edge,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Only if the
other nations would be willing to agree.
We have the same problem now with
respect to radio signals. We must agree
with foreign nations that they will not
broadcast on the same channels that
we use, or that they will share chan-
nels, The fact that our Nation may put
a satellite in space first would not com-
pel another nation to agree. That na-
tion might wish to put its satellite in
space before it would be willing to talk
business.

Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator argu-
ing that it would not make any differ-
ence whether we put a satellite in space
first or not? If that is his argument, I
will take my seat.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sen-
ator wants to make that assumption and
take his seat, he is perfectly free to do
50.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to ad-
dress a question to the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island. I should
like to ask my friend why the proposed
legislation has any bearing on putting
a satellite in space first. We are now
putting satellites in space, regardless of
whether the proposed legislation is en-
acted or not. I understood the Senator
to make the point that unless we act
quickly, we might lose an opportunity
to have a satellife and the necessary
frequencies.

Mr. PASTORE. Positively. This
subject has been discussed by the ad-
ministration for a long time. I think
this is a fair question. I think it ought
to be answered. I did not originate the
idea. Every time I rise to speak I repeat
the statement. We must realize that the
pending measure is a subject of great
moment to the administration. An ad
hoc committee was appointed by the
FCC to determine how we should go
about conducting experimentation. That
ad hoc committee submitted a report.

The Federal Communications Com-
mission made a report to the effect that
there should be a private corporation to
be owned exclusively by the interna-
tional communications carriers. That
subject came to the attention of the
President. The President discarded the
idea. The President thought that the
better way was to provide a private com-
pany. In the present case the President
feels that if we could accomplish our
object by a system of free enterprise,
the effect on all the nations of the world
would be cataclysmic. We would like to
prove to the world that the project can
be done under our system of free enter-
prise, because in the United States com-
munications systems are operated under
the free enterprise system, including the
operations of such networks as NEC,
CBS, and ABC on television and radio.
They are all examples of free enterprise
in the United States.

Mr. President, telephone companies,
whether we like them or hate them—
and I am referring to A.T. & T.—are an
example of free enterprise., A great
many people invest their money in
AT. & T. The President thought the
best way to do it would be to create a
private corporation. In order not to
give this corporation to the control of a
common carrier, it was suggested that
there be a body of 15 directors, 6 to be
appointed by the communications car-
riers—and they can only vote for 3 of
the 6—6 would be appointed by the pub-
lic ownership, with 50 percent of the
stock, and 3 would be appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate.

That was his idea. He wrote a letter,
and he had the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr, MacNuson] and the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]l introduce
the bill. He suggested this kind of cor-
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poration. When he sent the message he
sald it was absolutely essential and nec-
essary that America get going on this
job, He said it was important that we
adopt this legislation at the earliest pos-
sible date.

The Senator has asked me, “Well, why
do we have to do it now?”

First of all, because I personally think
it is a good thing to get going; second,
we have the instructions of the President
of the United States. I cannot give the
Senator a better answer than that.

If we want to say that the President of
the United States is being unduly anx-
ious about it, we have the right to say
that. Ihave no stake in this. AT. & T.
means nothing to me. All these carriers
mean nothing tome. On the question of
whether we do it by public ownership or
by private ownership, fundamentally to
me, personally, the proposal before us
makes good sense to me. This is one
time when we can prove to the world
that free enterprise is a good thing.

All I have been doing is to serve as
chairman of the subcommittee that held
hearings day after day and marshaled
this bill through the committee and has
brought it out of the committee to the
floor of the Senate, with certain amend-
ments which we think protect the public
interest. That is my part in this whole
thing.

I do not want to fight anyone. I am
not against anyone. I love everyone.
The fact is that this is the President’s
bill, and I am managing it on the floor of
the Senate.

A great many people are saying it is
not necessary to have it. In answer to
that I say, “Go and tell that to the man
in the White House.” Many people say,
“We can wait until 1962.” I say, “Go tell
that to the man in the White House.”
That is not what he is telling me. He is
telling us through the leadership that it
be important to enact this bill. That is
where it stands.

I think it would be a terrible thing to
postpone this bill until next year.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I should like
to make my speech on this subject. I
will yield to the Senator very shortly
thereafter. With all due deference, I
find that some of the things I say seem
to evoke violent disagreement on the
part of my good friend from Rhode
Island and on the part of other Senators
also. I would like to make my speech,
but I cannot make it if I must continu-
ally yield to Senators. I have been ac-
cused in the press of conducting a fili-
buster on the bill.

Mr. PASTORE. I have not accused
the Senator of filibustering the bill. He
is a very delightful person.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I spoke for
22 hours yesterday, during which time
the opposition took most of the time.
Yet I am accused of being a filibuster.

Mr. PASTORE. I hope the Senator
will never accuse the Senator from
Rhode Island of writing that newspaper
report.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, No. I mere-
1y feel that I should like to get on a little
bit with my speech.
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Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am glad to
yield to my delightful friend from Cal-
ifornia.

Mr. KUCHEL. As I sit here listening
to this intriguing debate I must say it
has real overtones of immense possibili-
ties for the future of our country. The
thought does occur to me whether there
is not something involved in this debate
of the majesty of the people and of the
Government of the United States, in the
prestige of the Government and of the
people of the United States, in being No.
1 in establishing a communications
satellite. I do not include in my ques-
tion the type of legislation that will
pass. My question is directed simply to
the point whether it is not in the interest
of America and American freedom that
America be the first with a communica-
tions satellite.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I agree with
the Senator 100 percent. I believe that
we should proceed as rapidly as possible
and get the satellite into orbit. That is
all we are trying to do. However, we
do not have to give it away before we
have it up there in space. We do not
have to sell it to anyone under any con-
ditions. A part of the case that I am
undertaking to spell out is that in my
judgment it makes best sense to go ahead
in proceeding as rapidly as we ecan with
the development of this matter and to
go ahead with this Nation negotiating
with foreign nations for the assignment
of wavelengths for experimentation, be-
cause in the initial stages we will be ex-
perimenting anyway. We should also
undertake to see that when the satellite
system is in effect we will have maximum
competition.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Is a motion to
recommit at this time in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A mo-
tion to recommit is in order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not
yield for that purpose. I wish to pro-
ceed with debate on the bill.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator
from Louisiana is giving us a graphic
description of the satellite system. He
mentioned one system of satellites at
22,290 miles in space. I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana how we are going to get those
satellites out there 22,290 miles in space.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It sounds
fantastic. However, such a satellite
could be placed in orbit at that point
and could be in orbit out there. Scien-
tists and engineers tell me there is no
doubt about the fact that they can do
it. As a matter of fact, they predict that
they will succeed in doing it the second
time they try, and they have hopes of
doing it the first time.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. My question to
the distinguished Senator is, who is go-
ing to do that? Who will shoot that out
into space, and will it be shot out there
with rockets?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. My under-
standing is that the Atlas-Agena booster
can get it up there. The technical work
on the safellite, which would do the
sending and the receiving, is not quite
ready at this time. I am told that a 500~
pound satellite can do this and that the
Atlas-Agena booster that we have now
has the capacity to put it out there in
space.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will that be
done by the Government of the United
States?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Yes, that
would be done by the Government.

Mr. YARBCROUGH. Can anyone else
but the Government do that?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Soviet
Union might be able to do it.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I mean in the
United States. Could any private cor-
poration in the United States do it?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Perhaps a
contractor for the Government might be
able to do it.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. But all of this
is under the control of the Government,
is it not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. ¥Yes.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Then it is con-
templated that the satellite would be
put into space by the Government of the
United States.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is pos-
sible that a private contractor might
have the ability to prepare the missile,
but all the launching facilities are owned
by the U.S. Government. These are
enormously expensive facilities and they
are all complicated mechanisms,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Would the
same be true of the low altitude system;
would that be launched by the Govern-
ment also?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is argued
by most of those who favor the syn-
chronous system that the synchronous
satellite, which would be much Iless
expensive and which would make
possible constant communication, and
would operate as though a television
tower 22,000 miles high had been con-
structed, could be placed in almost im-
mediate operation, which is not true of
the low-orbit system, because a low-orbit
system requires so many satellites in or-
bit. In order to have global coverage it
would be necessary to have as many as
400 satellites in orbit simultaneously.
These satellites would be orbiting in an
area where they would be exposed fo a
great amount of radiation, far more than
would be the case farther out, and there-
fore many of these satellites would be
either destroyed or rendered nonopera-
tional by the radiation in that area in
outer space, which would not occur in
any like degree farther out in space.

By the time the low-orbit system was
in operation many of the earlier satellites
could have been damaged by the various
cosmic and other rays in space, and
therefore many of the satellites would
not be in operation by the time the last
satellites were placed up there.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President
will the Senator from Louisiana yield
for a question?

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Iyield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In connection
with the estimates the Senator from
Louisiana is giving of the cost of the pro-
posed space communications satellite
system and the cost of sending messages,
is he taking into consideration the $25
billion the U.S. taxpayers have spent in
developing space research and the arts
of missilry and rocketry to the point
where we can launch these vehicles and
get these communication satellites thou-
sands of miles out into space? In ad-
dition to the $25 billion which the
American taxpayers have spent on that,
is the Senator from Louisiana also con-
sidering the $470 million spent by the
taxpayers of the United States and allo-
cated to be spent, on direct space commu-
nication research through NASA and
also through the military expenditures?
Do the cost figures include merely what
this private corporation would spend if
the bill as it now stands were enacted—in
other words, this giveaway, if the Amer-
ican people were to give it this largess:
or do they also include the amount of
the taxpayers’ funds which has been
spent in developing these sciences to the
point where space communication is
feasible?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The point is
that the investment to which the Sena-
tor from Texas has referred—exceeding
$25 billion—would be available for this
corporation to enjoy, without cost to it-
self. All it would have to pay would be
the cost of the initial launching. The
Senator from Texas knows that a tre-
mendously large amount of money is in-
volved in this matter; and a particularly
enormous amount of money would be
involved in trying to make a workable
low-altitude system.

I do not mean to cast any aspersions;
but we are told by those who are spon-
soring the bill that they do not know
whether the corporation would use the
low-altitude system or the synchronous
system.

It is my understanding that the Amer-
ican Telephone & Telegraph Co. expects
to put up its share of the money—and
also to put up the other fellow’s share,
if he will not take it—to start the low-
altitude system, and to do so soon. One
reason why I object to that is that it
seems to me that the commercial ap-
proach is made to order for getting the
whole new technology into the bosom of
the A.'T. & T., and excluding others from
it.

I say that because the cost of putting
40 or 400 satellites into orbit would be
very great, and the cost of tracking an-
tenna for such a program would be
enormously expensive. If it were done
in that way, the cost would be very much
more, but we would receive very much
less from it than we would receive if we
had a satellite in orbit at a distance of
22,300 miles from the earth. So it seems
to me that the low-altitude system would
be much less effective, despite the in-
vestment of a great amount of money
belonging to the taxpayers of the United
States. Furthermore, there would be no

11047

prospect of getting substantial revenues
from it.

On the other hand, for a much lesser
investment, there would be a much better
system and there would be much more
possibility of profit.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield for
another question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In the last sev-
eral days someone has asked whether
there are any alternatives to House bill
11040. Is the Senator from Louisiana
familiar with an amendment, identified
as “6-15-62—H,” which has been pro-
posed by the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Kerauver], on behalf of himself
and seven other Senators, of whom I am
one. Is he aware that that amendment
provides for the establishment, owner-
ship, operation, and regulation of a com-
mercial communication satellite system?
Does he realize that the amendment pro-
vides for a communication satellite au-
thority to be created by the Government
of the United States, and to be run
somewhat along the lines of the TVA or
the Panama Canal Authority? Does he
realize that, as a result, this authority
would control the communication satel-
lite system? Does he also realize that
the amendment provides for the appoint-
ment of directors to the communiecation
satellite system corporation, and pro-
vides in full for the operation of the
system; and does he realize that the
sponsors of the amendment—of whom
I am one—think it is in the true spirit
of the free-enterprise system, in that it
would stimulate competition and would
lessen monopoly, and all the telephone
and telegraph companies now in exist-
ence or others to be formed in the future
would have an opportunity to buy the
service on the new system, just as today
any shipping line or shipping-line op-
erator can buy passage through the
Panama Canal? Does the Senator real-
ize that, under the amendment, all would
be treated impartially and fairly, and
there would be comparable rates for all
of them, and there would be full free-
enterprise operation, by giving all the
manufacturers of telecommunications
and electronic equipment an opportunity
to manufacture and sell the equipment;
and there would not be a monopoly—for
instance, not the sort of monopoly that
Western Electric now has with the
AT.&T.

Is the Senator from Louisiana thus
familiar with the fact that there is now
pending to House bill 11040 an amend-
ment which would protect the public in-
terest, would allow for full competi-
tion, would allow for full development
of each of the great private communi-
cation carriers which have been devel-
oped in the United States, would give
them an opportunity to continue their
development, and would give them an
opportunity to continue their service to
the public? Is he also aware of the
fact that under the amendment the U.S.
Government would not itself go into the
radio or telecommunications business,
but, instead, these private companies
would take the messages and would rent
the use of these satellites in space, would
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send the messages, would have them de-
livered, would bill their customers, and
would collect, in the same way that they
do now?

Is the Senator from Louisiana familiar
with the fact that, in short, there is
pending to the bill an amendment which
would further the free enterprise system,
would keep all these carriers in business,
would further the development and
manufacture of electronic and radio and
television communications equipment
and all other types of equipment used in
this business, and also would maintain
the sovereignty and the hegemony of
the United States in outer space, and
would keep the Government out of pri-
vate business, and would keep private
business out of the Government?

That is the aim of this amendment.
Is the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana familiar with the fact that such an
amendment is pending?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am famil-
iar with the amendment. I have not
studied it as much as I should like to do.

My feeling about the matter has been
that the administration seems com-
mitted to pursuing the concept of pri-
vate ownership of this satellite, which
would be 22,300 miles removed from the
earth. As a practical matter, could one
really say whether it is possible to own
a satellite in that position? For ex-
ample, let us assume that the satellite
burned out or became nonoperative or
lost its position in orbit. If that were
to happen, it would be cheaper to replace
it with another satellite than to try to
bring it down and fix it.

So when the satellite is put out there
in space, one cannot maintain possession
of it in the same way that one could
maintain possession of a piece of prop-
erty on earth or a piece of furniture
which one could call his own, and could
maintain close control over. But if the
administration wants to go through with
the concept that the satellite to be in
orbit shall belong to a private corpora-
tion here in the United States, I have
personally felt disposed to go along with
it, provided it would be competitive with
the means of communication now in ex-
istence, and that the existing carriers
would not be in a position to charge
their old rate base off to the new service.

The Senator’s proposal would, of
course, undertake to see that the best
rates would be available. I assume his
suggestion is that the facility would be
made available to all companies, who
would be assigned channels, including
companies of the Bell System. Is that
correct?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the
Senaftor. It is the object of the amend-
ment to keep all communications car-
riers competitive, and to make this facil-
ity available fto all of them on a fair and
equal basis, and to keep them in the busi-
ness they are now in; not to put the
Government into business, but keep
down the rates to the sending public,

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I must say
that any device which would come near-
est to assuring the public that it would
have the benefits of the new satellite
system would seem to me to offer advan-
tages over a system which would simply
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make the whole facility a part of the
existing communications common car-

rier system.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield for a
question.

Mr. BARTLETT. While it is true that
the use of space for communication is
possible, it is likewise true, is it not, as
I believe the Senator has repeatedly
stated, that the possibility will not be-
come a certainty for at least 2 years?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., ¥Yes. It will
be at least 2 years, according to the best
information I have available, before one
could have any hope of having a work-
able space communications system.

There are some, including the Ameri-
can Telephone & Telegraph Co., who sug-
gest to us that this thing may never
work. I differ with that point of view,
but we are in the experimental stage
now. I am frank to say that it seems
to me we ought to develop the system be-
fore we try to place it in the hands of
any one particular corporation,

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, I yield.

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator has
stated that further experimentation is
required. That being the case, it is in-
evitable, is it not, that the money of the
taxpayers—the money which each of us
must contribute in varying amounts to
the Federal Government for the upkeep
of that Government—will be used for ex-
perimentation work, to make the pos-
sibility become a certainty?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. We
have precedents for this. There would
be no possibility of anyone doing the job
unless the United States spends a great
amount of money to make it possible,

When we undertake to provide for the
service, even if we establish the corpora-
tion, the testimony shows it is well
agreed that the United States would con-
tinue to do much of the research and ex-
perimenting in this respect, to make pos-
sible the providing of the service. All
the corporation would pay for is the
launching of the satellites and the cap-
sule they would have in space.

Even a portion of the activity in that
regard would be governmental. It is fair
to assume that in the early stages most
of the work would be done by the U.S.
Government.

Mr, BARTLETT. The financial bur-
den on the Government will be a con-
tinuing one, even after the system is put
into operation?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. I wish
to read for the Senator what Mr. Webb
testified before the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce of the
House of Representatives. He was asked
whether the Government would con-
tinue to do work in the field through
NASA, and he said:

It is contemplated that the Natlonal Aero-
nautics and Space Administration will con-
tinue to do active research and development
on the technology involved in using com-
munications satellites and the tle-ln with
communications satellite systems.

The Senator can understand it is
planned that the Government will con-
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tinue to support this effort, even after a
corporation is established. Frankly, we
must do so.

Mr. BARTLETT. It is a matter of
national necessity, is it not?

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Yes. This
Nation cannot afford to let others get
far ahead of us in this field. If the
private corporation which is established
cannot do the job, the Government still
will have to make available all the money
necessary to provide the service anyway.
Since it will be done anyway, the amount
that would be saved would be relative
and we would pay for it in any event.

Some have suggested that we would
save money by allowing a private com-
pany to engage in the program. As a
practical matter, we will pay for it either
as taxpayers or as telephone users. If
the telephone company operates the pro-
gram it will charge its expense as a part
of operating expenses and include it as
? part of the charge for telephone serv-

ces,

Mr. BARTLETT. ZEssentially, so far
as the national interest is concerned,
the project is not and for many years
will not be profitable.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. If the
project is established now, it will show
a loss for a number of years. 'That is
another reason why the program in its
present state should not cost a great
amount of money.

I ask Senators to consider the difficul-
ties involved in establishing a lower or-
bital system. We would pay for send-
ing 40 or more satellites into space. We
would have to provide a great number of
expensive, multiple-fracking anfennas.
The program would have to be operated
in such a way that only one large cor-
poration on earth would have enough
money to enter into the operation. Such
action would strengthen an existing mo-
nopoly, almost by definition.

If a working satellite system were es-
tablished, we would then be in a position
to place it into any hands we might
choose. The project could be made
profitable in short order. That is what
I was suggesting could be done with the
synchronous orbital system if the pro-
gram were placed in the hands of a cor-
poration. In view of the great expense
involved in the early stages, and the
great loss that would necessarily be in-
curred before it would ever bhecome prof-
itable, as I see it, it could be handled in
no other way than by placing it in the
hands of the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. Many people think it is
in the hands of that corporation already.
By so doing we would greatly strengthen
a powerful existing monopoly, which
would tend to deny to the public the
early advantages that could be expected
when the system became competitive
with existing systems of communication.

Mr. BARTLETT. As I understand
the Senator’s position, in addition to
other things; for example, a housewife
in Shreveport, La., might fear that she
would have to pay more for her home
telephone to make up whatever loss may
be incurred in the operation of the satel-
lite system.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., That is my
feeling,
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Mr. KERR. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator not aware
of the fact that under the bill no ex-
pense of the eorporation can be in-
cluded in the domestic rate base of any
communications system?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Without the
approval of the FCC.

Mr. KERR. Or with the approval of
the FCC?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The bill
provides on page 34, line 17, as follows:

(¢) The corporation is authorized to issue,
in addition to the stock authorized by sub-
section (a) of this section, nonvoting secu-
rities, bonds, debentures, and other certif-
jcates of indebtedness as it may determine.
Such nonvoting securities, bonds, deben-
tures, or other certificates of indebtedness
of the corporation as a communications
common carrier may own shall be eligible
for inclusion in the rate base of the carrler
to the extent allowed by the Commission.
The voting stock of the corporation shall
not be eligible for inclusion in the rate base
of the carrier.

Mr. KERR. At what page is the Sen-
ator reading?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Page 34
starting at line 17. My understanding
is that the A.T. & T. has already built
some of the multiple-tracking antennas.
It has bought practically a whole valley
in the State of Maine in order to make
those antennas operate. Of course, the
only use for that system would be in the
low orbital field. That would be an
enormously expensive system. My guess
is that a company that would go into
that operation could expect great losses
for a long period of time before the sys-
tem started to make a profit, if it ever
would do so.

Mr. KERR. The bill specifically pro-
vides that the amount paid for the stock
would not go into the rate base.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KERR. So far as that is con-
cerned, as reported by the Space Com-
mittee, the bill provided that any
investment in the bonds of the corpora-
tion or any other kinds of stock of the
corporation would not be included in
the rate base except with reference to
the international communication opera-
tion of the one furnishing it.

As the bill is now before the Senate,
it could not be done unless it was so0
ordered by the FCC.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; the
permission of the FCC would be re-
quired. My understanding is that it
was the opinion of representatives of the
AT. & T. that even for the stock opera-
tion in the first instance the company
would be required to put up most of the
money even for the initial stock. Their
advice to me and their advice on the
record is that in some respects that it
would be a long time before the system
would be profitable.

Mr. KERR. There is no doubt that
it will be a long time before it will be
profitable; but, in the first place, under
the hill, the entire group could not pur-
chase more than half of the stock.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; but
the Senator knows that so far as the
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cerned, 50 percent of the stock would be
set aside for them, and so far as the
economic power of the people is con-
cerned, the great bulk of it would be in a
single corporation.

Mr. KERR. But regardless of how
much stock they might buy, the number
of directors they could have on the board

of directors would be limited. Is that
not correct?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. The

number would be limited, but they would
be entitled to three directors. That does
not mean that the company could not
use its influence to determine what other
directors should be on the board of the
proposed corporation.

Mr. KERR. Nor is there any provi-
sion that other stockholders could not
use their influence.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. KERR. The President would ap-
point three of the directors.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; and I
assume that wherever the parent corpo-
ration could use its influence it would di-
rect its efforts to see that the friends of
the corporation would be on the board.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that other nations are working
on communication satellites?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am aware
of that fact.

Mr. KERR. Isthe Senator aware that
Japan has announced that she expects
to have a system in operation by 1964?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If Japan has
a system in operation, I hope that it will
be a high altitude system rather than an
extremely expensive low altitude system.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that the Defense Department,
in working on a high synchronous satel-
lite, has reoriented its program and has
temporarily set aside its effort to put a
synchronous orbital satellite into orbit?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of
the fact that the reason the Department
took that action is that it had neither
the rocket power nor the know-how to
put the satellite into orbit?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is not
entirely in line with the advice I have
received on the subject.

Mr. KERR. That was the testimony
of the representative of the Defense De-
partment before the Space Committee
last week.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not
question that the statement was made.

Mr. KERR. A representative of the
Research and Development Division of
the Defense Department said that the
program had been reoriented for two
reasons: First, the Department did not
have the rocket power to put the satellite
in orbit. Second, in order to put the
synchronous orbital satellite into orbit,
not only would the Department have to
put it up to a height of 22,000 miles, but
a guiding system would be required that
would bring about two shifts in the posi-
tion of the satellite after it went into
orbit before it could be put into the
proper orbit, and the Department did not
have the know-how to do that. That
was the statement before the Space
Committee last week.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The advice I
have on the system is that by the time
a workable low altitude system, with all
the satellites that would be required,
could be put into space, some of the
satellites might no longer be useful by
the time the last ones were put in space.

Also, there would be problems involy-
ing the ground stations.

Mr. EERR. If that is the case, is
there any reason why private industry
should not be permitted to use their
money to put the satellites up there if
they want to do so, especially in view of
the fact that Russia, England, and Japan
are today trying to put a system up
there, too?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Itis my feel-
ing that our Government is at this time
in a position to say what the future will
be in this field. We are in a position
to say what the new use of space is go-
ing to be, and to say whether it is going
to be competitive, to compete with the
existing system, with the benefits that
competition can bring; or whether it is
going to be more or less an adjunct or a
supplement to the existing system.

Mr. KERR. How can we avoid com-~
petition, with three nations having sys-
tems of satellites?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If these na-
tions have frequencies assigned——

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator believe
that Russia will recognize that this Na-
tion had any exclusive frequencies?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
knows that that would have to be by way
of agreement.

Mr. KERR. Is it not a faet that there
is not another nation in the world with
international communication facilities
that does not own its own ground sta-
tions? So that even if our Government
had a satellite system in outer space,
other governments could say they would
not permit the receipt of any commu-
nication over the system unless it came
over the satellites of other countries.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It would re-
quire agreements between this Nation
and other nations. I personally feel it
would probably be better for this Na-
tion to negotiate on a government-to-
government basis, rather than author-
izing a single corporation to negotiate.

Mr. KERR. The bill provides that the
corporation can call on the State De-
partment, if its services are needed. Is
the Senator so impressed with the rec-
ord of the State Department in negoti-
ating with other nations that he feels
they would come nearer to being frugal
and thrifty in making agreements than
private carriers would be who have

agreements with over 100 other
countries?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe

that this Nation is capable of negotiat-
ing for itself.

Mr. KERR. Could it negotiate in this
situation entirely free from other policy
considerations?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In my judg-
ment the State Department could nego-
tiate for this country.

Mr. KERR. Does the record of the
State Department persuade the Senator
that they would? I heard the Senator
from Louisiana cite the Senator from
Oklahoma, because he felt that the
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State Department in negotiating tariff
concessions had done so not on the basis
of reciproecal trade but on the basis of
other considerations, such as foreign
policy.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. But I have
never been willing and have never voted
to authorize a single industry, to my
knowledge, to negotiate their own tariff
arrangements.

Mr, EERR. They are not tariff ar-
rangements. All carriers which are now
operating have negotiated agreements
with the communications facilities or
departments of other governments in
nearly 150 situations where we now have
international communications.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The initial
agreements, so far as this country and
the other governments are concerned,
are made on a government-to-govern-
ment basis.

Mr. EERR. Would the Senator be
surprised to learn that none of them
has been made on a government-to-
government basis? That is the record
before the Space Committee. None of
them has been made on a government-
to-government basis,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen-
ator can provide that information if he
desires to do so.

Mr. EERR. I am doing so now.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Perhaps on
a bilateral basis, as between two differ-
ent nations.

Mr. EERR. I mean between the
American telephone carriers and the tel-
ephone facilities of other governments.
They are all made on the basis of an
agreement between LT. & T. or Western
Union or A.T. & T. with the appropriate
agencies of other governments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my
understanding that all the important
agreements on frequencies in interna-
tional agreements——

Mr. EERR. I am not talking about
frequencies now. There are no frequen-
cies so far as international microwaves
are concerned.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There are
frequencies in the use of radio, for
example. There are radio frequencies.
This has to do with the use of radio
microwaves.

Mr. KERR. The frequency that is
assigned to one nation is one thing. The
agreement between the sender and the
receiver on the assigned frequency is an
entirely different thing. Those are
commercial agreements.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There will
have to be a government-to-government
agreement before it would be possible
to get to the kind of negotiations that
the Senator is talking about. It would
be necessary to have an agreement with
all the nations, Russia included, that
they would not use the same frequencies
that we would be using.

Mr. EERR. Would we not have to
have that agreement whether the satel-
lite was publicly owned or privately
owned?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me say
to the Senator from Oklahoma that what
I am talking about here and what I am
directing my argument to is not the
desirability of public ownership. I am
content that this particular satellite

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

would be privately owned, but so far as
I am concerned my feeling is that the
precedent we should follow is the prec-
edent that Congress followed when it
undertook to see that rail carriers would
not own water carriers or air carriers
or bus carriers, but that competition be-
tween the systems would be guaranteed.

By doing that, as the Senator knows,
there was a close prohibition of those
who owned one system from owning con-
trol of other systems. In my judgment
the stock ownership which is permitted
here is enough to permit and make it pos-
sible for A.T. & T. to control this kind
of system, and my judgment is that
when that happens the development of
this new facility and this entirely new
space satellite communication system, as
far as this Nation is concerned, will be
developed as an adjunct and as a sup-
plement to the existing Bell Telephone
System. I can see in this bill where
that result would come about.

Mr. EERR. The Space Committee
and the Commerce Committee of the
Senate and the Commerce Committee of
the House and the Justice Department
and the FCC worked for weeks on this
subject, and they thought they had pro-
vided language in the bill which would
prevent any such situation developing.
As to the competitive situation or the
method of sending communications, the
satellite is no more than a microwave
relay station, which existing communi-
cation companies now use both in do-
mestic and international communica-
tion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen-
ator says it is no more than that.

Mr., KERR. They have microwave
faeilities in operation all across the con-
tinent. They have them in operation
across the Nation. All that the satel-
lite would be, as the Senator knows,
would be a microwave station in the sky.
It is not a different method of communi-
cation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is amicro-
wave station in the sky that can be
jammed by any nation on earth.

Mr. KERR. It could be jammed just
as easily if it were Government-owned
as if it were privately owned.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would
agree that it could be jammed either
way.

Mr. EERR. If that is the case, would
it not be better for the Government to
let a private corporation build it than
have the Government build it?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No; and the
Senator from Oklahoma knows better
than that. The Senator knows that this
Nation cannot entrust this matter to
happenstance. This Nation cannot en-
trust supremacy in space communica-
tion beyond the ability of this Nation to
see that it works out so that we are there
first and foremost.

Mr. KERR. The Defense Department
has specifically reserved under this bill
the right to proceed with its own system
of communications satellites.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Now the
Senator is proceeding under the assump-
tion that the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co. will not control this mat-
ter and will not have effective ownership
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of it. Let us proceed on that assump-
tion.

Mr. KERR. There are reasons why I
proceed on that assumption. First, the
bill as written speecifically provides that
they eannot control it; second, the bill
as written provides whoever controls it
shall be effectively regulated by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission; third,
the bill as written provides that any-
thing the corporation buys must be done
on the basis of competition.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When the
Senator from Oklahoma speaks of effec-
tive regulation by the Federal Communi-
cations Commission, it will be the first
time that that will have happened in 28
years. I have twice placed in the Rec-
orp 10 allegations of failure on the part
of the F'CC to regulate.

Mr. KERR. In what regard? There
has been criticism that the FCC has not
adequately regulated international com-
munications. The FCC could not do
that even if the Government owned the
system; and as to all the receiving and
transmitting stations which are owned
or operated in other countries, the Fed-
eral Communications Commission has no
Jjurisdiction over them.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me cite
examples of the failure of the FCC to
regulate the American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. These are examples which
impressed me.

First, in its entire history, the Federal
Communications Commission has never
determined the basis upon which the
rates of AT. & T. are computed.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator speaking
of domestic rates or foreign rates?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Both.

Mr.KERR. The Federal Communica-
tions Commission advised the committee
that it had maintained effective regula-
tion of the domestic operations of all
communications carriers; and the Sena-
tor from Louisiana knows that State
regulatory bodies regulate communica-
tions carriers within the respective
States.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall read
the statement to the Senator; I ean go
into greater detail and document the
statement later.

First, the Federal Communications
Commission in its entire history has nev-
er made a formal determination of what
is a fair rate of return for interstate or
international telephone service.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator stop at
that point? With reference to interna-
tional service, would the Senator admit
that the regulatory power of this coun-
try could not fix rates which would be
binding in other countries, in view of the
fact that no agreement can go into effect
and no communications can be sent or
received except with the cooperation of a
foreign receiving or sending station
which is owned by a foreign entity and
which cannot be regulated by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Oklahoma will not lean on such a
weak prop as to say that the Govern-
ment cannot protect its own public with
respect to rates between this country and
England or France or any other foreign
country. I do not think the FCC has
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ever confended it was beyond its power the power to determine what a rate shall in the field of its responsibility with the
to do something of that kind. be for a call originating on the Ameri- funds made available to it?

Mr. EERR. I do not know what the can Telephone & Telegraph System, Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In effect,

FCC has contended as to its power; the
Senator from Oklahoma knows it is be-
yond the power of the FCC to make such
rates. How can the Federal Communi-
cations Commission make an order that
will defermine what a communication-
receiving facility or sending facility
owned by the British Government should
charge?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So far as
concerns what may be charged on this
end, the FCC can act. So far as concerns
what is charged in international service,
that rate could be subject to agreement.
So far as regulating what an American
pays for a call from the United States
to a country abroad is concerned, this
Government has the power to regulate.
I do not know of anyone who has con-
tended that this Government does not
have such power, unless the Senator from
Oklahoma so contends.

Mr. EERR. I so contend.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr, KEERR. I do not have the floor;
the Senator from Louisiana has gra-
ciously yielded to me.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I was merely
wondering if there is any analogy in the
manner in which international postal
rates are arranged.

Mr. KERR. I believe they are ar-
ranged by agreement and are not within
the jurisdiction of any governmental
agency to regulate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. First, it is
my impression that the Federal Commu-
nications Commission has such power
today. If it does not have the power,
it ought to have it, and it ought to get
it by means of an international agree-
ment if necessary. My guess is that it
has such power now. I have not heard
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion contend that it does not have such
power. But my statement is broader
than that.

The Federal Communications Com-
mission in its entire history has never
made a formal determination of what
is a fair rate of return for interstate or
international telephone service. Only a
small portion of the service, as the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma knows, is interna-
tional. However, I hope the Senator
does not contend that the U.S. Govern-
ment, through the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, should not have the
power to protect the telephone users of
the country.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa says that the U.S. Government
does not have the power to prescribe or
regulate what a British-owned or a
French-owned or a German-owned fa-
cility should charge or may charge either
for an originating message to this coun-
try or for a message received from this
country. I believe the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana is enough of a
lawyer to know that that position is
correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my
judgment that if the FCC does not have

sometimes called the Bell System, to be
transmitted to Europe, to Mexico, or to
Canada, it ought to have such power.
I think it ought to have that power, and
I believe it does. If it does not have the
power, it ought to have it, and it is with-
in the ability of this Government to pro-
vide that power. I feel certain the Sen-
ator would concede that the Federal
Communications Commission has the
power to determine what a fair rate of
return for interstate telephone service
should be. I assume he would agree to
that.

Mr. KERR. Every telephone company
that I know about is regulated within the
State in which it is located; and the rates
within that State are regulated by the
State regulatory body.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. What State
can regulate interstate rates?

Mr. KERR. The States come a little
nearer to controlling rates, under our
laws, than the Federal Communications
Commission could regulate unilaterally
with reference to messages coming from
or received by a foreign entity.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is the Fed-
eral Communications Commission which
fixes rates for calls transmitted across
State boundaries; the State commis-
sions do not fix those rates.

Mr. EERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa is of the opinion that the Federal
Communications Commission has met
its responsibility in connection with the
regulation of communications services
within the United States.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The FCC
does not so contend, and has not so con-
tended. The FCC, testifying before the
subcommittee over which I had the op-
portunity to preside, stated that they
have not done the job because they have
not had sufficient personnel with which
to do it. They have said the companies
have voluntarily agreed to reduce rates.
The only rate reductions have been vol-
untary rate reductions. The probability
is that there would have been more rate
reductions if the FCC had had the per-
sonnel to enable it to go to court and
contest the rates.

Mr. EERR. I feel certain the Senator
is aware that the interstate rate has de-
clined from 14 to 16 percent in the last
20 years, while the cost of operation has
doubled and trebled. Iam sure the Sen-
ator is aware of that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iam notim-
pressed by that statement.

Mr. KERR. I am sure he is aware
of the fact that that situation exists by
reason of orders of the Federal Commu-
nications Commission.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The com-
panies agreed to reduce the rates. They
had been requested to reduce rates.
They consented to some requests. But
contesting in the courts to determine
what is a fair rate has never been done
by the FCC. That should be the first
thing to be done in order to determine
what is a fair rate. The Commission
testified before our committee that that
would be a burden upon it.

Mr. KEERR. Did not the FCC take the
position that it had done all it could

with the funds made available, but say-
ing also that they never had sufficient
funds with which to do the work.

Mr. KERR. The Commission has
brought about, by one means or another,
over the last 15 or 20 years, sizable re-
ductions in the rates for interstate com-
munications, and those rates are now
in effect by reason of orders of the FCC.
Is not that correct?

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
may believe that the rate has been cor-
rect all the time, but I point out to him
that some lawyers at the General Serv-
ices Administration were accorded an
opportunity to contest some of the in-
terstate rates, and they obtained reduc-
tions amounting to $150 million on the
rates which the Government was pay-
ing. So the rates must have been high
if a reduction of $150 million was accom-
plished.

Mr. KERR. It must have been the
action of the Federal Communications
Commission that accomplished that re-
sult.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It was the
General Services Administration which
undertook to protect the Government in
this instance, to say what the rate base
should be.

Mr. KERR. In what court?

Did the courts fix the rate or did the
Federal Communications Commission fix
the rate? Can the Senator from Louisi-
ana mention a case in which a Federal
court has fixed an interstate communi-
cation rate?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I wish to
give the Senator an example of how the
$150 million was saved.

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from
Louisiana say it was not done in the
forum of the Federal Communications
Commission?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the
matter was taken into the court. I shall
be happy to supply that information.

Mr. KERR. Was the rate fixed by the
court?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the
matter did go into the court.

Mr. KERR. I understand; but I am
asking where the rate was fixed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my un-
derstanding that the matter involved
taking the question to court.

Mr. KERR. Then the rate was fixed
by the court, was it?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall un-
dertake to provide the Senator from
Oklahoma with the exact information.

Mr. KERR. I would be very grateful
to the Senator from Louisiana if he
would show me an instance in which a
Federal court has fixed an interstate
communication rate.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Louisiana will yield,
let me say that my recollection of the
event was that the General Services Ad-
ministration was in the courts, appeal-
ing from the rates which had been fixed,
and that perhaps as a result of the ap-
peal, the rates eventually were reduced
by the FCC. But it was necessary to go
into court and intervene, in order to get
the rates reduced. )
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In any event, the original rate in sev-
eral cases, particularly in the DEW line
case and the SAGE line case, was many
millions of dollars above what eventually
was decided upon, insofar as the Gov-
ernment was concerned.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. EERR. Will the Senator from
Louisiana now say whether the rates in
effect are those fixed by the FCC or by
the courts?

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, at
this point will the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield again to me?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iyield.

Mr. EEFAUVER. As I recall, Mr.
Minow testified, not only before the
Small Business Committee—and the
Senator from Louisiana was chairman
of the subcommittee—but also certainly
he testified before the Antitrust and
Monopoly Subcommittee, and perhaps
he testified before other committees. He
did not question that there were meth-
ods by which they would have some con-
trol over international rates, but he
testified that all of these years they had
fallen down on their job, and had done
nothing about the rates; and he said
they hoped to do better in the future,
but said they had not had sufficient
manpower or sufficient funds, and so
forth.

But I wish to call attention to the fact
that in connection with the pending bill,
apparently the Commerce Committee
feels that the FCC has, at least to some
extent, charge of the rates, or has the
right to do something about the rates,
because we find that, on page 28 of the
bill, subsection 5 gives the Federal Com-
munications Commission the power to—

(6) prescribe such accounting regulations
and systems and engage in such ratemaking
procedures as will insure that any economies
made possible by a communications satellite
system are appropriately reflected in rates
for public communication services;

So if the Commission did not have
authority over at least part of the com-
munication services, it would not be able
to do what the mandate of the bill re-
quires it to do. That language is to be
found beginning at the bottom of page
28 of the bill.

The committee found that apparently
the FCC wants to have the right to en-
gage in ratemaking procedures in con-
nection with the communication satel-
lite system.

Mr. KEERR. I say to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee that the FCC
has authority to regulate what the
American company can make, but does
not have authority to fix the rates of
charge for the transmission of interna-
tional communications and the rates at
which they shall be paid for. The Sena-
tor from Tennessee, able lawyer that he
is, knows that an American regulatory
body cannot fix a rate which would be
binding upon another government,
which has just as much to do with the
receiving and sending of messages inter-
nationally as does a facility under the
control of a regulatory agency of the
U.S. Government.

Myr. KEFAUVER. Of course they
could refuse to operate if an agreement

I thank the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

were not reached. But this bill holds
out to the public the hope that the FCC
will engage “in such ratemaking proce-
dures as will insure that any economies
made possible by a communications
satellite system are appropriately re-
flected in rates for public communication
services.”

Mr. KERR. I think that is entirely
correct, to the extent that it is under the
control of the sovereignty of this Gov-
ernment.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. I think this pro-
vision was in the bill which the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma intro-
duced, which thereafter was before the
Commerce Committee. If I am not mis-
taken, this language is taken from the
Senator’s bill.

Mr. KERR. That is easily ascertain-
able. If the words in question are
printed in italic, they were not in the
bill when it was originally introduced.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think this lan-
guage was in the Senator’s bill.

Mr. KERR. I think the Senator from
Tennessee is correct.

Mr. KEFAUVER. At any rate, the
Commission, the Senator from Okla-
homa, the FCC, and apparently the
Space Committee all thought the FCC
did have some authority to engage in
the ratemaking procedure.

Mr. EERR. It has jurisdiction to de-
termine what charge a U.S. carrier can
make, but it does not have jurisdiction
to determine what shall be the charges
for international communications.

Mr. KEFAUVER. But it has a great
deal of control over them. If they can-
not adjust the matter between them-
selves, they can deny the American com-
panies the right to use them.

Mr. KERR. That is correct.

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is all the
more reason why the Government must
initiate these matters, because if a great
many of them have to be negotiated at
the same time, insofar as the question
of rates is concerned, we encounter a
situation similar to the one the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] de-
scribed in her reference to postal rates,
which do become subject to Government
procedures.

If the FCC is not to have something to
do with these rates, we are talking about
something very different from what the
American people understand.

Mr. KERR. The Senator knows that
the Senator from Oklahoma is willing to
vote on and to meet the issue of private
ownership versus public ownership
whenever the Senator from Tennessee is
willing to have the vote taken.

Mr. EEFAUVER. We shall discuss
that a little later,

Mr. KERR. Iunderstand. But if the
Senator from Tennessee is serious about
it, I am perfectly willing to request the
entering of a unanimous-consent agree-
ment to limit debate on this question,
and to do so to whatever extent the Sen-
ator wishes, and then have the Senate
proceed to vote.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from
Oklahoma is evidently ready to proceed
to vote on any matter, particularly one
in connection with a subject on which
he has great knowledge, even though not
all the rest of us do.
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Mr. EERR. The Senator looks very
scared, to me. I wish to ask him—and
to ask him in the forum in which he now
stands—about the need to be afraid of
anyone—which is the exact state of mind
at the moment.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I wish to say that
when we reach the stage the Senator is
discussing, I hope he will be here.

Mr. KERR. I expect tobe.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope the Senator
will then be here a good part of the
time—but not too much of it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, insofar as the Communications Act
of 1934 is concerned, I can see no dif-
ference between giving the Commission
the power to regulate interstate com-
merce and giving it the power to regulate
foreign traffic,

I see that section 1 of the 1934 act
begins as follows:

Section 1. For the purpose of regulating
interstate and foreign commerce in com-
munication by wire and radio—

And so forth. And in section 201 it
is provided:

TITLE II—CoMMON CARRIERS
SERVICE AND CHARGES

Sec. 201. (a) It shall be the duty of every
common carrier engaged in interstate or
foreign communication by wire or radio to
furnish such communication service upon
reasonable request therefor; and, in accord-
ance with the orders of the Commission, in
cases where the Commission, after oppor-
tunity for hearing, finds such action neces-
sary or desirable in the public interest, to
establish physical connections with other
carrlers, to establish through routes and
charges applicable thereto and the divisions
of such charges, and to establish and pro-
vide facllities and regulations for operating
such through routes.

(b) All charges, practices, classifications,
and regulations for and in connection with
such communication service, shall be just
and reasonable, and any such charge, prac-
tice, classification, or regulation that is un-
just or unreasonable is hereby declared to
be unlawful:

That is only the opening section of
that subsection, but I shall be glad to
make it available to the Senator. In my
judgment, it gives the Federal Commu-
nications Commission power to regulate
oversea rates.

I have discussed this subject previ-
ously, but I should like again to list for
the REcorD instances in which the Fed-
eral Communications Commission failed
to regulate rates.

Second. The Federal Communications
Commission has never even determined
the basis upon which such return should
be computed.

Third. The FCC has never had a for-
mal rate case involving interstate or in-
ternational telephone rates.

Fourth. The FCC has never known the
costs to A T. & T. of equipment sold to
it by its subsidiary, the Western Electric
Co,, which produces almost all equip-
ment used by A.T. & T., which equipment
is sold without competitive bidding.

Anyone familiar with rate regulation
knows that the FCC does not know what
the fair rate of return is when it does
not know what the fair cost is, because
a fair rate of return is based on the total
investment, and on that basis a rate
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structure is established which is fair to
all users. If the Federal Communica-
tions Commission has never determined
the value of the equipment American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. is buying
from its wholly owned subsidiary, West-
ern Eleetric, it could not possibly know
what a fair rate would be.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Madam President,
will the Senator yield on that point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Several representa-
tives of telephone cooperatives appeared
before the Antitrust and Monopoly Sub-
committee, and, as I recall, several ap-
peared before the Senator’s Small Busi-
ness Committee. They testified they
were able to buy good equipment, of high
quality, which fitted in with the general
communications system, and inter-
changed, of course, with the Bell System,
from others companies at very much
lower prices than Western Electric
charged for equipment. As a matter of
fact, they bought the equipment under
competitive bidding, but Western Electric
usually does not see fit to bid competi-
tively, because the prices of its equip-
ment are higher.

The prices at which Western Elec-
tric sells equipment to the Bell System
have been substantially unregulated.
Perhaps the Bell System argued oc-
casionally about getting prices of West-
ern Electric down. But those bprices
have been charged to the users of the
telephones. There has never been a cost
study of whether or not the Bell System
is paying reasonable prices for the equip-
ment.

Western Electric Co. has been making
very substantial profits, If it can make
10 or 12 percent on net worth, after
taxes—which is the range within which
it has been making profits—that fact ac-
crues to the benefit of AT. & T. So it
is to the benefit of the Bell System to pay
higher prices for what it buys from
Western Electric.

Mr., LONG of Louisiana. In other
words, it is to the advantage of the pur-
chaser and the seller. Inasmuch as
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
owns Western Electric, it is to the ad-
vantage of both Western Electric and
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
that the seller should sell for a higher
price, and the buyer should buy for a
higher price.

Mr. EEFAUVER. That is correct. I
am sure the Western Electric people are
fine people, but I know the Senator from
Louisiana is familiar with the fact that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
Crerran] and his commitiee have
brought out the fact that on three or
four Government contracts—the Nike-
Zeus project—on which Western Elec-
tric did nothing except sublet them to
someone else, it made a profit of $67
million. Western Electric did substan-
tially nothing of its own in connection
with the contracts except to relet the
contracts to somebody else.

The bill provides that the FCC may
order competitive bidding. Of course,
the FCC could have ordered competitive
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bidding all these years, if it had wanted
to, and could have required the Bell
System to buy competitively. Merely
giving the FCC permission to require
competitive bidding is meaningless, be-
cause it has had that right all along, and
has never so required, to my knowledge.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I may give
a simple illustration so far as rates are
concerned, the telephone I have in my
home or that the Senator from Tennes-
see has in his home is not owned by me
or by him. If is owned by the Bell Sys-
tem. We pay for the use of that tele-
phone. If that telephone were to be
valued at $100, Bell would be entitled
to make a 6l%-percent return on that
telephone on its rate structure, which
would be $6.50 a year for the telephone
being in my home or the Senator’s home.
If that telephone were worth $50, Bell
would be entitled to make $3.25 a year,
based on a 6'5-percent return. That is
a matter which the Federal Communica-
tions Commission has the authority to
go into, but which it has never done in
28 years.

I would like to finish the statement of
the areas in which FCC has failed to
regulate American Telephone & Tele-
graph Co. for a period of 28 years, ever
since the Commission was established.

Sixth. The FCC has never determined
the reasonableness of the service rates
charged by A.T. & T. for carrying tele-
vision programs, both black and white
and color.

Seventh. The FCC has never deter-
mined the reasonableness of the entire
telephone rate structure; that is, the in-
ternal relationship of rates.

Eighth. The FCC, even though its staff
made definitive recommendations that
action be taken toward a possible rate
reduction, has not been willing to insti-
tute a formal rate investigation to deter-
mine whether the system’s rates are un-
reasonably high.

Ninth. The FCC, for over 25 years,
was not willing even to authorize the
staff to negotiate on an informal basis
with the Bell System in order to obtain
a voluntary rate reduction.

Tenth. The FCC has never required
A.T. & T. and its operating subsidiaries
to buy telephone equipment or any
equipment under competitive bidding; 85
percent of the market has thus been
closed to competition.

Mr. KERR. Madam President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of
the provision of the pending bill which
states:

The Federal Communications Commission,
in its administration of the provisions of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended,
and as supplemented by this act, shall (1)
insure effective competition, !nclucnng the
use of competitive bidding where appropri-
ate, in the procurement by the corporation
and communications common carriers of
apparatus, equipment, and services required
for the establishment and operation of the
communications satellite system and satel-
lite terminal stations.

Is the Senator aware of the fact that
the bill is mandatory in that effective
competition shall prevail in the procure-
ment by this corporation?
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would hope
it would be more effective than the pres-
ent burden on the FCC to do that sort
of thing, because, in my judgment, the
FCC has the duty to require that the
equipment purchases from Western
Electric will cost no more than it would
cost if it were purchased on a competi-
tive basis.

Mr. EERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa is not talking about the present
situation; the Senator from Oklahoma
ibsmtalkjng about the provisions of this

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I agree with
the Senator that this provision under-
takes to place a mandate upon FCC to do
exactly what the Senator contends. I
can only say that it might be well that
we should consider striking the words
“where appropriate” if this section is to
remain in the bill. The words “where
appropriate” are used.

Mr. EERR. That is not the extent of
the provision. It states that the FCC
“shall insure effective competition, in-
cluding the use of competitive bidding
where appropriate.” It does not pro-
vide that there shall be “competition
where appropriate,” but that the Com-
mission “shall insure effective competi-
tion, including the use of competitive
bidding where appropriate.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the
colloquy makes it clear that this lan-
guage does not mean that the Federal
Communications Commission would be
required in all cases to insist upon com-
petitive bidding.

The point I make is that the ineffec-
tual record of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, insofar as regulating
this great company is concerned, is well
known, and causes this Senator—and I
am sure a great many other Senators—
to doubt very much that the Federal
Communications Commission would be
able to give the same results which
would be achieved if there were one sys-
tem vigorously competing with another.

Mr. KERR and Mr. KEFAUVER ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Louisi-
ana is aware of the language in the hear-
ings, from page 391 through page 398, in
which the history of the regulation of the
communications companies by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission is set
forth,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall be
glad to study that portion of the hear-
ings. I refer the Senator to the 62 pages
in our committee hearings, in which the
Federal Communications Commission
conceded that the statements I have
made are correct.

Mr. KERR. That the Commission had
inadequate resources to do what it would
like to do?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That the
work had not been done. It was not
merely that the Commission did not have
the resources, but also that it had not
done the needed work.

Mr. KERR. I invite the Senator’s at-
tention to this language:

Message toll telephone rates: Since 1934
there have been a substantial number of
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rate reductions. Practically all of the re-
ductions resulted from action initiated by
the Commission. Generally, the action was
informal, involving discussion and negotia-
tion. On three occasions, the commission
instituted formal investigation and hearings
which were terminated by Bell agreeing to
settle without going to hearing.

The Commission sets forth this lan-
guage also:

We think this record indicates that infor-
mality in procedure cannot be equated with
ineffectiveness in achieving results. Nor are
informal procedures necessarily less effective
than the more time-consuming formal pro-
cedures,

That is the unanimous statement by
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. They can at-
tempt to excuse themselves on that basis
if they wish. Before the Subcommittee
on Monopoly of the Select Committee on
Small Business the excuse was that the
Commission did not have a sufficient
number of employees to do the job.
They did not attempt to contend that
there never should have been a formal
determination of what the rates should

Mr. KEFAUVER. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. EEFAUVER. A few minutes ago
in the colloquy with the distinguished
Senator from Texas and the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma, refer-
ence was made to the abandonment of
the Advent program. The Senator’s
statement was to the effect that the De-
fense Department decided to replace the
Advent satellite.

Mr, EERR. Madam President, will
the Senator yield? The Senator from
Oklahoma did not say it had been aban-
doned. The Senator from Oklahoma
said that the witnesses testified there
had been a reorientation of the program.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I did not have the
privilege of hearing Dr. Brown's festi-
mony.

Mr. EERR. The Senator said that at
this time the Defense Department was
in the posture of seeking to put com-
munications satellites in orbit a medium
distance from the earth, not because
they had abandoned their effort for the
synchronous satellite at 22,000-plus
miles, but because as of this moment they
do not have either the rocket power or
the know-how to put the satellite out and
in orbit at 22,000-plus miles. They did
not take the position that the effort was
abandoned, nor did the Senator from
Oklahoma say they had abandoned it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, the Ad-
vent program is the Army program. The
Army is very unhappy about the fact that
the program proper has been taken
away from the Army, so far as the satel-
lite is concerned, and the Army has been
left with only the ground stations.

I have had an opportunity to talk with
several persons about this subject al-
though I did not hear Dr. Brown's testi-
mony.

I believe the facts are well set out in
an article by John W, Finney, published
in the New York Times, datelined June
11. The article states that the satel-

I yield to the
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lite proper was taken from the Army
and placed with the Air Force. It
would be interesting to find out why it
was done and what it was all about. It
was claimed that the Defense Depart-
ment did not have the rocket power to
put the 1,300 pound Advent satellite into
orbit at 22,300 miles, but that the new
high altitude satellite would weigh about
500 pounds and could be launched by
the well-tested Atlas-Agena B rocket.

It is my understanding that, in the
reorientation of the Syncom system or
the Advent program in the Defense De-
partment, the size of what it is now ex-
pected to put into orbit has been re-
duced from 1,300 pounds to 500 pounds.
This in no way suggests that the high
altitude satellite is not a better means of
communication or a less expensive or less
complicated one than the low orbit satel-
lite system.

Mr. Finney's article is fairly short.
With the permission of the Senator from
Louisiana, I ask unanimous consent fo
have it printed in the REcorb.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that that
may be done without prejudice to my
rights to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from
Louisiana?

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PENTAGON SUSPENDS ARMY SPacE WORK ON
RADIO BATELLITE
({By John W. Finney)

WasHINGTON, June 11.—The Defense De-
partment ordered a major reorganization of
the military communications satellite pro-
gram today. It canceled an Army project
that had fallen far behind schedule and re-
placed it with two less ambitious satellite
projects.

As part of the technical redirection of the
communications satellite program, the De-
fense Department also ordered a manage-
ment reorganization that consolidated the
Ailr Force's primary jurisdiction in space and,
in effect, grounded the Army, which opened
the U.S. space effort more than 3 years ago.

Project Advent, a communications satel-
lite program on which the Army has spent
about $170 million in the last 2 years, was
canceled.

Its objective was to develop a “synchro-
nous orbit” satellite that at an altitude of
22,300 miles would move at the same rate
as the earth’s rotation, and thus remain
over the same spot on the Equator. In
principle, three such satellites would be able
to handle much of the global communica-
tions of the military.

SMALLER SATELLITE SLATED

In the last year, however, Project Advent
has been beset by technical difficulties in the
satellite and Centaur launching rocket, by
delays in its schedule and by rising costs.
The Advent system originally was scheduled
to go into limited operational use by 1964,
but the latest estimates were that this tar-
get date could not be reached before 1966.

As a result, the Defense Department de-
cided to replace the 1,300-pound Advent
satellite with a smaller satellite with some-
what smaller communications capacity. The
new high-altitude satellite will welgh about
500 pounds and will be launched by the well-
tested Atlas-Agena B rocket.

In addition, partly as technical insurance,
the Defense Department ordered develop-
ment of a medium altitude communications
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satellite, similar to the 150-pound Relay
satellite already under development by the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion for a global commercial system.

Both the synchronous and medium alti-
tude satellites are designed to serve as relay
stations in space, much like microwave
towers on earth, for receiving and transmit-
ting radio signals between distant points.

The Army, which since September 1960
has had the management responsibility for
the communications satellite program, will
in the future be restricted to developing and
operating the ground stations.

According to Defense officials, one of the
principal difficulties in the Advent program
was interservice friction between the Army,
responsible for the satellite payload, and the
Air Force responsible to developing the
launching system and satellite vehicle,

The management and technical difficulties
came to a head when the Centaur rocket,
under development by the civilian space
agency, began slipping a year and more be-
hind schedule.

Faced with a 2- or 3-year delay in the
Advent-Centaur combination, the Defense
Department finally declded to save time by
turning to a smaller satellite and launching
rocket. Both the high altitude and medium
altitude systems are expected to be in
limited operational use by 1964,

Defense Department spokesmen were un-
able to say how much of the $170 million
spent on Advent would be lost, except to
point out that some of the technology would
be incorporated into the new satellite.

The effect of the Defense Department de-
cision will be to eliminate 1,100 jobs at the
General Electric Corp. plant in Philadelphia,
where the Advent satellites were to be built.
A company spokesman said other jobs would
be found for 500 to 600 persons involved.
Also affected was the Bendix Co. plant at
Ann Arbor, Mich.,, where the communica-
tions package was being developed.

Both companies, Defense spokesmen
pointed out, will be eligible to bid on the
new satellite projects.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, in line with the statements made
about placing the high altitudz satellite
in orbit, I noticed an article in today’s
New York Times, dated June 18, which
reads as follows:

The space agency took steps today to-
ward development of a second generation of
“synchronous orbit” communication satel-
lites capable of relaylng television signals
and telephone calls between continents
from an altitude of 22,300 miles.

The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration said it was negotiating a $2,-
500,000 contract with the Hughes Aircraft
Co. for a study of problems involved in per-
fecting such a satellite.

The modernized satellite would go into an
equatorial orbit and, because its speed would
match that of the earth’s rotation, would
seem to be stationary in the sky.

My advice, on an informal basis, from
the Hughes Aircraft Co. people, is that
they believe the present Atlas-Agena
missile is all that is necessary to put the
satellite in orbit. I believe that corre-
sponds with the statement by the Sena-
tor from Tennessee that it should be
possible to put a 500-pound satellite into
orbit when the satellite is ready to be
launched.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Hughes Air-
craft Co. representatives testified before
our committee. They had their model
about finished. I believe they stated
that within a little more than a month
they would have the Mark II model
ready and that the present rocket power
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was sufficient to place into orbit the
larger synchronous satellite which they
are making. As I recall, this is also the
satellite which they said would have
1,200 channels; and they said that even
with the use of only 40 channels it
should be a profitable operation.

Their testimony was that the better
system could be put into orbit and made
operational as quickly as or more quick-
ly than could the low orbit Telstar sys-
tem.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KERR. There is nothing in the
bill that provides that the corporation
shall use a synchronous satellite system,
an intermediate satellite system or a low
orbital satellite system that I know of.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When Con-
gress passes a bill to establish a program
of the kind proposed, it seems to me that
Congress should anticipate what would
happen if the bill were passed. If a
Senator believes that passage of the bill
would be in the best interests of the
country, he will vote for it. If he be-
lieves that the results would not be de-
sirable, he will vote against it.

Mr. KERR. I say to the Senator that
neither the Defense Department nor
NASA nor the private enterprise group
that has been before our committee has
attempted to establish which system ul-
timately will be the one that will be used.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me on that point?

Mr. KERR. Certainly, an effort is be-
ing made by the Hughes people. It is
not something that has been recently
negotiated. As the Senator from Ten-
nessee has said, the company has been
engaged in the development of the syn-
chronous satellite for a number of years.
The only difference between that and the
Telstar satellite which is being developed
by the American Telephone & Telegraph
Co. is that the Government is paying for
the Hughes synchronous satellite, and
the American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
is paying its own bill on the Telstar or
the intermediate-range satellite system.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; they
are paying their own bill, but they cer-
tainly have in mind getting back their
expenses, as from bread cast upon the
waters.

Mr., KEERR. I do not presume that
the Senator would be opposed to that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Within rea-
sonable limits I am not opposed to any
company making a good profit. I am in
favor of their making a fair profit. But
I am also in favor of competition be-
tween an existing system and any future
system that may be developed, because
I believe that is the way the best inter-
ests of our country will be served.

Mr. EERR. There must be competi-
tion not only between American com-
panies and those who want a synchro-
nous orbital system and those who want
an intermediate-range system, but also
there is critical competition with refer-
ence to delay caused by retarding the
passage of the proposed Ilegislation.
There will be the most critical competi-
tion between this country and Russia to
see which nation will first have a work-
able system of communication satellites
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in operation, whether it be a synchronous
satellite system or an intermediate-
range system.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope the
Senator does not have the impression
that only A.T. & T. is able to do it.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, we want
every company to work on its own.
A.T. & T. has been doing some work with
the Telstar, but the Government plans
to help out in part of that project also,
as I am sure the Senator from Oklahoma
knows.

Mr, KERR. The Senator from Okla-
homa knows that the Government has
no plans to pay for any part of the Tel-
star satellite. It has not paid for any
part of if, it has not been asked to pay
for any part of it, and it will not pay
for any part of it.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am talking about
supporting ground stations in connection
with the Telstar, which undoubtedly will
come out before the debate has con-
cluded.

Mr. KERR. AT, & T. is building its
own ground stations.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Not all of them.
The Air Force is planning to lease sta-
tions.

Mr. KERR. Certainly; the Air Force
is retaining a reservation in the pending
bill and in existing law.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
present bill.

Mr. KERR. They have their own
system of communication satellites; and
no committee that considered the bill
sought to take that right away from the
Defense Department, because that is a
part of the defense program of our
country. I am sure that the Senator
from Tennessee, under the authority of
Congress, would not want to prevent the
Defense Department from proceeding to
do what it feels is required for the de-
fense of the country in the matter of
building its own communication satel-
lites. But it specifically states that it
does not want to build them for com-
mercial use.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Of course, everyone
wants the Defense Department to do
what it should. I was talking about the
Defense Department participating in the
ground stations of the Telstar. I ask
the Senator if it is true that 52 percent
of the cost of the operation would be
charged off as a result of what the com-
pany would have to pay in taxes? The
other part of it would go into the operat-
ing base upon which it charges its cus-
tomers.

But the reason I agree with the Sen-
ator that the proposed corporation
would have in mind a low satellite sys-
tem is that all the testimony has indi-
cated that that is what they are in-
terested in. Witnesses have testified
before the FCC in favor of the Telstar
system. Officials or former officials of
AT. & T. have disparaged the high syn-
chronous system, the Advent system.

In the departments of Government—
and even in Congress, I am sure—there
are some very fine former employees of
A.T. & T. who are using all the influence

Not in the
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that they can to run down and to dis-
parage the Syncom system, and to sell
all the agencies with which they are do-
ing business on the Telstar system,
which, as General Sarnoff has said, will
be outmoded before it ever gets into use.
Taking the record as a whole, there can
be no doubt, that that is what they are
experimenting with. That is what they
are urging the Government, inside and
out, to do. By the time that they get
it done, the Soviet Union, as well as per-
haps the Japanese and others, will un-
doubtedly have a high Syncom system.
‘We shall be left out in the dark.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As a practi-
cal matter, there is nothing in the bill, to
my knowledge, that provides that the
stockholders of A'T. & T. cannot buy all
the stock they wish in the proposed cor-
poration, even though it would not per-
mit those who are under the direct
control, such as the employees or the offi-
cers, to own stock, other than that which
is reserved for the communications com-
mon carrier. Fifty percent of all the
stock would be set aside for the com-
munications common carriers, as pro-
vided in the bill. Half the stock would
be blocked off in the beginning. If the
corporation goes as I predict it will go,
if it is organized under the bill as a low
altitude system, it will then proceed into
an enormous money-losing operation.
It could be expected to lose great
amounts of money. Then the FCC, in
trying to raise additional money, and the
corporation in seeking to raise additional
money, with the directors of the com-
munications common carriers voting for
it, would be expected to call upon the
communications common carriers, of
which 90 percent of the economic power
would be in American Telephone & Tele-
graph, and they would then proceed to
put up money for bonds and indentures,
which could be a part of their rate base,
on which they could earn a 6% percent
return or perhaps a greater return than
that.

That would mean that the corporation
would be dependent upon A.T. & T. for
both the money that was loaned and
much of the capital structure of the com-
pany. If the company could not make
money, what would the corporation do
with regard to its holdings of bonds?
The equity would be wiped out if it did
not come up with more money. That
is an unanswered question. Surely the
company would be placed in a position
in which it would be completely depend-
ent upon the American Telephone & Tel-
egraph Co.

By contrast, if the corporation were or-
ganized to provide for the use of the
sychronous orbital satellite, it is possible
that it would be making money in the
first year of its operation.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Even Mr. Katzen-
bach, Deputy Attorney General, who tes-
tified before the Committee on Com-
merce, the Space Committee, and the
Antitrust and Monopoly Subcommittee,
said that in his opinion A.T. & T. could
dominate the corporation, whether it
controlled the election of any director
or not.

If they controlled a large majority of
the financing they would dominate it, re-
gardless of whether they had the right




11056

to elect even one director. That is his
testimony throughout.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. The Senator has
touched on a point in respect to rate
structure that has always interested me.
I have cited it quite frequently to in-
dicate to the consumer that he is better
protected under the FCC than under his
local utilities commissioner.

I pointed out that in my State tele-
phone users look at the rates in the tele-
phone book and observe the rates from
Portland to Boise, Idaho. The telephone
wires, in a beeline, would appear to go
from the town of Baker, which is about
300 miles east of Portland, and about
200 miles west of Boise.

However it is much cheaper for me
to telephone to Boise, Idaho, than it is
to Baker, Oreg., which is en route. The
same thing happens when I call Seattle.
It is cheaper to call Seattle from Port-
land than it is to call a town in the valley.

Perhaps the Senator could explain to
me why it is that where the FCC controls
rates, such as interstate rates, the rates
are cheaper than when the rate fixing is
left up to the State utility commission,
which perhaps is under political pres-
sure?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe that
the Senator from Oregon will find that
in some cases that situation can be justi-
fled so far as the local commission is
concerned. In other words, it can be
contended by the local public utility com-
missioner that he is seeking to make
the local service charge low for the
housewife by fixing a higher intrastate
rate for long distance telephone service.
Inasmuch as he does not have authority
to regulate the rate beyond the State
boundary, he can contend that if he had
the power to do so he would make the
distance rate even higher than it is in
order to make the rate still lower for
the housewife for her local calls. That
isone argument.

In addition, I believe there is another
factor, and that is, while in some cases
the rate may be higher when a call is
made beyond the State line, sometimes it
is, on the average, lower on a per mile
basis. In other words, sometimes to
call a thousand miles might cost only
two or three times as much as it does to
call a hundred miles. Of course that can
be justified on the basis that there is an
efficiency involved by placing a long call
similar to the efficiency that exists when
one buys a ticket on an airplane, in
that the overhead is taken care of in
getting the passenger on and off the
plane for a short trip just as it is for
a long trip.

There are greater efficiencies involved
in making a long call than there are in
making a short call.

When the Senator speaks about it ac-
tually costing more to call beyond a
State boundary, even though the call
goes through the very town which has
a higher rate, that situation, too, can
often be justified on the basis that the
State commission is required to permit
an overall fair return for the investment.
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In doing this it might have undertaken
to load the intrastate rate with heavy
charges for long distance calls within the
State in order to make the local service
charge low.

However, it might not follow at all to
say that that means that the interstate
rate is more reasonable than the intra-
state rate. As a practical matter, it is
my understanding that long distance
rates, both intrastate and interstate, are
required to carry much of the cost of the
local service for the use of the telephone.
The commissions generally have recog-
nized that fact in fixing their rates.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. The able Sena-
tor has been presenting this afternoon
a very compelling case for opposing the
bill as presented to the Senate. I have
listened intently because I am not a
member of the committee, and I am one
who has been slowly dragged into the
space age. It took me a long time to
realize that we were going fo reach the
point that we have reached today, where
we would be considering such a practical
use of outer space, I am a little bit con-
cerned and confused as to why we are
spending this time foday discussing the
FCC to such a great extent. Is it because
the bill charges the FCC with regulating
rates in case Congress should give to the
corporation this use of the satellites?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is one
of the principal reasons. I should also
like to establish, insofar as I can, that
regulation has not proved a completely
acceptable substitute for competition in
industry. Where competition is avail-
able it is more desirable than regula-
tion. It does seem fo me it is necessary
to understand how these rates are fixed
in order to understand the regulating
process and to see what the problems
have been in trying to fix proper rates
for the Bell System.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I was interested
in the discussion of the regulatory
agency, because in speaking to consumer
groups I always contend that the Gov-
ernment has set up protection for the
consumer in the regulatory agencies. I
look to the FCC as one of these regula-
tory agencies. However, when we look
back over the history of the regulatory
agencies, do we not find that they vary a
great deal according to the administra-
tion which is in power and seem to re-
flect the situation that what one Federal
Communications Commission might do
another might not do? ‘Therefore it
seems to me there is a variation in that
respect.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; that is
true. I might say that from boyhood I
have had some impression as to what
a commission could do or could not do
with regard to rates. My father was a
public service commissioner during my
boyhood. He represented the State in
public utility cases thereafter. On oc-
casions he went to court with a tele-
phone company about the rate. One
thing that has impressed me is that the
Federal Communications Commission
has never gone to court with the com-
panies. I recall a conversation that my
father had one time when he was ne-
gotiating with a telephone company
representative. He said to the repre-
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sentative, “You will have to reduce the
rate by a certain amount."”

The answer was unfavorable.

My father said, “Now, you have until
noon fomorrow to set it at that rate,
because affer that I am going to sue for
twice that reduction.”

As a result of the lawsuit the rate was
reduced by the amount that my father
thought it should be reduced.

I can only say that interstate rates
have been only what the telephone com-
pany would agree to. Had the FCC in-
stituted a formal hearing to determine
what the proper rate base should be and
to determine what the proper rate of
return should be, and had fixed the rate
based on those factors, the rate would
have been lower than it has been. At
the same time, I would not propose to
dispute the fact that some of the in-
creases granted back to 1953 might be
justified. Unless one has gone into the
facts, he would not know.

If the Senator from Oregon were sit-
ting on the Federal Communications
Commission and never had assessed the
value of the properties involved and
never had made a formal determination
of the fair rate of return, or what the
base rate should be, she would not know
what the charge should be. If one did
not know what the figure of the multi-
plier or the multiplicand was, how would
she know what the product would be?
That is the situation in the FCC. They
never have gone into this matter that
deeply. They have contended that they
have not had sufficient staff to go into it
deeply enough to make a definitive de-
termination of what that rate base
should be.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator,

Mr., LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator. That is one reason, it seems
to me, why competition might provide
us with a more effective means of get-
ting a rate reduction than merely to rely
upon regulation by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. BARTLETT. In my opinion, the
Senator from Louisiana is making a sim-
ply magnificent speech, one which needs
to be made. The Senator is possessed
of much technical information concern-
ing the whole plan and program. I am
not, so my question may appear to be
rather amateurish. Nevertheless, I
shall ask it.

If the bill were to become law, as it
relates to private corporations, who
would own the satellite or satellites?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. According to
the bill, the Space Communications Cor-
poration would own the satellites put up
by this Nation. It appears to me that
this would afford an opportunity for con-
trol by the existing network, dominated
by AT.&T.

Mr. BARTLETT. The network would
control the satellite or satellites. Would
the network likewise control the ground
stations?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. According
to the bill, the ground stations could be
owned either by the communications
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companies or by the corporation which
owned the satellite. The bill provides
that either entity would be authorized to
own the satellite, without preference, in-
sofar as they wished to do so.

It seems to me that under the bill the
satellite corporation could be left com-
pletely at the mercy of AT .& T., because
A.T. &T., if it wished to do so, would have
the privilege of either erecting or not
erecting its own sending set and of
communicating its messages by either
its own microwave or submarine cables
or by putting them against the satellite.
I should imagine that it would decide to
use, for the most part, its own facilities
insofar as it could use them.

I am sure the Senator from Alaska
knows that A.T. & T. now purchases prac-
tically all of its equipment from Wes-
tern Electric, one of its own subsidiaries.
Eighty-five percent of its equipment is
purchased from Western Electric.

Mr. BARTLETT. But the public
would not own either the ground station
or the satellites?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No; but I
predict that the public will have the
opportunity to pay for them either as
taxpayers or as users of the facilities.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to
the Senator from Oregon, provided I do
not lose my right to the floor.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. The Senator
from Alaska has reminded me of an in-
teresting situation, as we talk about the
telephone company and its willingness to
develop facilities on its own responsi-
bility. In other words, the telephone
company is a corporation that operates
for profit. I recall the time when the
telephone company evidently did not
think it would be profitable to operate
its own telephone system in Alaska.
Did not the inhabitants of that north
country depend for a long time upon the
Signal Corps for communications?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes; for military
and civilian communications, the people
of Alaska depended very largely and for
considerable periods of time in the early
days of the century exclusively on the
Signal Corps of the U.S. Army. Quite
obviously, that was public ownership.
At the same time, I am glad to pay a
testimonial to the Signal Corps—the
Alaska Communication System, as we
call that branch of the Signal Corps—
for their highly efficient service to the
public. The Alaska Communication
System became a part of the Alaska com-
munity. This is most interesting to me,
as we have talked about this proposal in
a more specific way in the last few days.

Bills have been introduced in the last
several Congresses to dispose of the
Alaska Communication System to pri-
vate interests. For whatever reasons,
those bills have never come before the
Committee on Armed Services of either
the House or the Senate for a hearing.
There has been a fear in Alaska, one
with which I am familiar, that if a sale
of the system were to be consummated,
and the system disposed of to a private
communications company, the result
might be that the private company
might be willing to serve the main
centers of population, but the little
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places, which have been taken care of by
the Alaska Communication System,
would no longer be included in the com-
munications network.

Before those who would have a voice
in such a transaction, as representatives
of Alaska, would be willing to agree to
any such proposition, it would have to
be sealed in the bond that the little
places as well as the big places would
continue to receive communications
service. We would not want the private
operator to take the cream of the busi-
ness, as it were. I think there is at least
a rough parallel between that situation
and the one we are discussing today,
and I thank the Senator from Oregon
for having brought it up.

Now I wish to ask the Senator from
Louisiana if he knows how much a satel-
lite would cost.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The cost
would be considerable; it would run into
millions of dollars.

My impression is that the cost would
be about $10 million for three satellites,
for the synchronous system.

Mr. BARTLETT. For the high-alti-
tude system?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. How would they be
launched?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. By the mis-
siles provided for that purpose. I under-
stand that for the synchronous system
the missiles we now have would be ade-
quate.

Mr. BARTLETT. Would the private
corporation to be formed under the pro-
visions of this bill build the launching
site and the launching equipment to
send the satellites into space?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No. They
would be launched by using the facilities
the United States possesses at Cape
Canaveral, as I understand.

Mr. BARTLETT. Would the private
company pay for that?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It would pay
for the launching.

Mr. BARTLETT. Does the Senator
from Louisiana have any idea—I con-
fess that I do not—about how the proper
cost would be assessed, and about what
allocation of the expenses would be used
in providing this assessment against the
company?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I regret to
say that I do not have all those details.

Mr. BARTLETT. I doubt that anyone
has them as yet—although I do not
know, because I am not skilled tech-
nically in this matter.

In any case, this would pose a very
real problem, would it not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

I believe there have been some negoti-
ations in an effort to arrive at what
would be the cost for the initial launch-
ing which the A.T. & T. wants to pay for.
I do not have the figures before me af
the moment; but I understand that it
is estimated that medium-altitude satel-
lites would cost $450,000 to $600,000 each
and high-altitude satellites from $1 mil-
lion to $2 million each. Rockets for
launching satellites will probably range
from $9.5 million for the Atlas-Agena B
to $10.5 million for the Atlas-Centaur
or modified Atlas-Agena. These costs
include $1 million for use of a launching

11057

pads, launch tracking, and associated
costs. It has been assumed that the
Atlas-Agena B would have an 80-percent
probability of success in launching 3
medium-altitude satellites, and the At-
las-Centaur would have a 6624-percent
probability of success in launching 10
medium-altitude satellites. It is esti-
mated that a modified Atlas-Agena B
would have a 50-percent probability of
success in launching high-altitude satel-
lites. The cost per satellite in space
would also depend upon the number of
satellites that could be launched with a
single rocket. This could vary from 1 to
2 satellites per launch for the high-alti-
tude system and 3 to 10 satellites per
launch for the medium-altitude system.

Mr. BARTLETT. The Senator from
Louisiana knows that not very long ago
the notion of having a satellite go around
the globe would have been in the nature
of a Jules Verne dream, but today good-
ness knows how many of them are now
hurtling in space. Does the Senator
from Louisiana know whether any pri-
vately owned satellites are now moving
in space?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., No. In fact,
it is hard to own one, once it is orbiting
in space—that is to say, it is hard to own
one in the traditional sense—because
there is no provision for recovering them.
They are thousands of miles away; and
when a communication satellite is put up,
I understand that rather than bring it
down when it needs repairs, it makes
better sense to send up another one. In
short, I understand that when one of
them needs to be repaired, it becomes
really useless.

Mr. BARTLETT. It would be dif-
ficult to get a mortgage loan on one,
would it not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes; and if
one is damaged, it is difficult and per-
haps impossible to repair it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Such a satellite can
be jammed, can it not?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Oh, yes;
particularly the high-altitude synchro-
nous satellites; and also, if one of them
is in range, the low-altitude satellites
could be jammed.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I am
very grateful to the Senator from Louisi-
ana for adding to my education in regard
to these matters.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor from Alaska is very welcome. I
thank him for his questions.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes, with
the understanding that in yielding to
the Senator from Texas, I shall not lose
my right to the floor; and also with the
understanding that the remarks of the
Senator from Texas will be printed in
the Recorp following my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I merely desire to say that having heard
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana speak for some hours today, I have
been greatly impressed with all of the
questioning—some friendly and some
hostile—and I have also been very great-
ly impressed with the vast knowledge of
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the Senator from Louisiana on this sub-
ject.

He is making a contribution which is
most enlightening to the Senate and to
the country. Of course it will be pub-
lished in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
which is widely distributed throughout
the Nation.

I feel that the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana is making one of the
greatest contributions to our Govern-
ment and to the American people that
he has made during his long and dis-
tinguished service in the Senate. I con-
gratulate him on the fine service he is
rendering the American people, in point-
ing out the danger involved in giving
away their vast stake in space in this
communication satellite system.

I personally appreciate very much, in-
deed, what the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana is doing on the floor of
the Senate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the Senator from Texas
very much. I hope that at least in some
ways I have helped Senators realize that
a vast amount is involved—both a vast
sum of money and a very great impact
on the future of the United States—in-
sofar as this bill is concerned. It is one
of the bills which in very substantial
ways tend to shape the future of our
Nation.

That is why it is most important to me
that Senators understand this subject,
and that we try to handle this poten-
tially great resource in a way which will
be in the best interests of the 180 mil-
lion American people and their de-
scendants, because this program in-
volves, in one way or another, more than
$100 billion of the funds of the American
people. That amount will be involved in
determining how the space satellite sys-
tem is to be used; and even that figure
might be small if we project over a num-
ber of years in the future the impact on
the world of this science.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Did not Dr.
Berkner, now in Dallas, Tex., and for-
merly with the Space Administration, es-
timate that the time would come within
the lives of persons now living when the
communications industry would be a
$100 billion business, annually, world-
wide, for all communications—not mere-
ly space communications?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. My impres-
sion was that the doctor to whom the
Senator has referred, who is regarded
as a very reputable authority, estimated
that global communications would be a
$100-billion-a-year business.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Of course, that
was all communications—ground as well
as space satellites. By 1970 or 1980 he
estimated it would be a $100 billion busi-
ness.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Some of us
hope to live that long—to the time when
global communications will be a $100-
billion-a-year business.

Once again, this figure is discounted
privately by those associated with the
AT, & T., but they have discounted the
whole satellite program. Their whole
approach to this subject is that they do
not think it will be very good or that it
will work very well, but they want it.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. I ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana if he
thinks A.T. & T. is working hard for it
because they do not think it will be good.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No; I think
they want it because it is good and has
great possibilities for the future. Sec-
ondly, they are fearful that this system
would for the first time present them
with effective competition with their ex-
isting system. While they say they do
not think it will happen in the foresee-
able future, Commissioner Craven, who
seems to be favorable to them, stated
that one of the reasons why we should
pass this bill is that the new system
might be used to put AT. & T. out of
business.

I would not want to see AT. & T. put
out of business. I would want to see the
system managed in such a way that they
would get a fair rate of return on their
investment; but making this new service
a mere supplement to AT. & T.’s exist-
ing system has the prospect of denying
the public the great benefits it could have
from competition between the existing
system and the space satellite system.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I agree thor-
oughly with the Senator from Louisiana.
I do not want to see any communica-
tions earrier, or any other company, put
out of business. I want to see them
operate and make a profit. But we are
not dealing with that question. I as-
sume AT. & T. will continue to make
a profit, based on past history. We are
dealing with the future.

I appreciate the thought expressed by
the distinguished Senator from Loui-
siana, and the great contrib.ition he has
made. It was to the effect that this is-
sue was important not so much because
$25 billion of the taxpayers’ money had
been spent on research; it was not so
much because $470 million of the tax-
payers’ money had been spent on space
communications alone; but it was be-
cause of the future and for future gen-
erations of Americans that he was mak-
ing a fight to preserve this great heritage
for the American people. I congratulate
him for his vision and what he is doing
for future generations of Americans and
for the notable speech he is making now.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the
Senator. Some persons have made
much of the importance of the United
States being first in space with a satel-
lite, but somebody ought to think in
terms of the importance of being sure,
whether we are first or second with a
satellite system, that we do it in the
right way and in a way that is calcu-
lated to be of benefit for the next thou-
sand years in the ultimate interests of
the people of this country and of the
world.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. What is more
important—that we do something very
quickly, in 6 months, for AT. & T., or
that we do something effective for the
next 60 generations of American people?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I think the
important thing is that we handle the
problem in such a way as to assure the
greatest possible benefit for the people
of this Nation. Before we do anything
to give this resource away, we ought to
be sure of what it covers. If we should
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let the private companies handle it in
the way provided in this bill, AT. & T.
would dominate the company. If they
did not own it, they would own enough
of it or have enough control over it that,
to all intents and purposes, they would
have complete control over the satellite
corporation. Comments in the press in-
dicate that many people regard that as
a fact, so far as this bill is concerned.

It seems to me that history will judge
this debate as one between those of us
who wanted to foster effective competi-
tion and tried to see to it that the facil-
ity would be used in such a way as to be
of maximum benefit to the American
people, and those of us who were look-
ing at the more narrow interest of pri-
vate investment and who wanted to make
the new system a part of an ever-grow-
ing, existing monopoly.

Incidentally, this company has ex-
tremely great power. I am happy to
say that A'T. & T. has not abused the
power to the extent that it could have,
if it had cared to do so. This corpora-
tion controls more than 85 percent of
the telephones in this country. It is rep-
resented in every chamber of commerce
by a number of members, and in almost
every business club. The dues are paid
by the company out of what telephone
users pay for the service. It has fan-
tastic power. I believe, as a matter of
discretion, the company has seen fit not
to use all of that power—certainly not
to a great degree—but this tremendous
and fantastic power which is represented
by the corporation cannot be completely
overlooked. The importance of assuring
competition, even as among regulated
monopolies, is important to the future
of this Nation.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Before the
Senator from Louisiana gives AT. & T.
too clean a bill of health about not abus-
ing its power, I wish he would inves-
tigate a few elections in Texas and see
how they used their power in elections
in Texas,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Louisiana does not pose as an ex-
pert in Texas affairs. I hope I do not
have the same experience in Louisiana.

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION—THE
COLD WAR BILL

During the delivery of the speech of
Mr. Lowc of Louisiana,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield
for a brief statement on another sub-
ject, with the understanding that it will
be printed in the Recorp at the end of
his remarks?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I ask unani-
mous consent that I may do so with that
understanding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr, President,
the conferees of the House and Senate
began consideration today of the higher
education bill. That reminds me of the
testimony given before the Subcommit-
tee on Education of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare of the Senate
on April 12 by the distinguished Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
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Abraham Ribicoff, in support of Senate
bill 2826, a bill which was introduced by
the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, as chairman of the Education
Subcommittee. The bill was called the
Improvement of Educational Quality Act
of 1962. If enacted it would carry out
the recommendations of the President
of the United States in his message on
education, of February 6, 1962.

In his statement the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare ably
said:

The greatest resource of this Nation is its
young people, who represent the leadership
of the future. Pundamental to the assump-
tion of leadership by these young people is
the opportunity for an education of sufii-
clent rigor and quality to enable them to
meet the tremendous responsibilities to be
placed on their shoulders. The creation of a
high standard of excellence In education is
essentlal to natlonal survival. The day is
past when even one of our classrooms should
be staffed by an underpald or undertrained
teacher.

Before completing my quotation from
the statement of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, I point out that
one of the unfinished pieces of business
of the Senate is a bill which is high on
the calendar. It is called the cold war
bill, S. 349. It has been on the calendar
since August 10, 1961. It was unani-
mously reported by the Democratic pol-
icy committee earlier this year. The bill
would provide readjustment assistance
to veterans who serve in the Armed
Forces between January 31, 1955, the
cutoff date for the Korean conflict, and
July 1, 1963, the termination date of the
present draft law.

That bill would offer educational op-
portunities to 5 million young Ameri-
cans serving during that period. Past
experience shows that approximately 50
percent of them would attend school un-
der that bill if it were enacted into law.

Of the more than 152 million vet-
erans of World War II, 7,800,000 went
to school under the GI bill. That was
the greatest movement into school in the
history of this Nation. That bill put
more people actually in school than any
other single measure in the history of
this country. Of the 7,800,000 who went
to school under the GI bill of World War
II, 29 percent attended college; the other
71 percent went to high school, vocation
school, or business college, or took on-
the-job training, or took advantage of
various other types of educational facili-
ties.

The result has been monumental, es-
pecially to the people of the United
States. We have acquired out of that
experience a pool of more than 200,000
schoolteachers. We obtained over 460,-
000 engineers, scientists, and scientific
personnel. We obtained more than 100,-
000 medical personnel, including doc-
tors, nurses, X-ray technicians, and
technicians of other types. We obtained
many hundreds of thousands of people
in other highly trained categories. But
for the trained pool coming out of the
GI bill, we would be in much shorter sup-
ply of doctors and dentists and school-
teachers and other highly trained per-
sonnel than we are today.

CVIII—696

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As the result of the Korean conflict
there were about 45 million veterans.
Again 50 percent went to school, just as
50 percent of the World War II vet-
erans went to school. This time the
distribution was different. Instead of 29
percent going to college, 51 percent went
to college.

It is estimated, based upon the 50
percent of the World War experience,
that if the cold war bill were passed
and became law—and 31 Members of
the Senate have joined in cosponsorship,
and it ought to be passed now, this week,
this month, because we are pulling down
the educational level of the people—50
percent of those persons would attend
school. This time more than 50 percent
would go to college, because now those
being inducted into the armed services
are younger than the average of those
taken into the service in World War IL
The need for the bill is exemplified in
this statement by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, who was
speaking on another subject before our
committee on April 12, when he said:

Last year, 120,000 teachers left teaching
for wvarious reasoms. Only 102,000 college
graduates entered the profession. We were
unable to replace with college graduates all
the teachers who left. In addition, we need
85,000 teachers this year to accommodate
the growth In student enrollment. We need
an additional 30,000 to relieve overcrowded
classrooms.

This message continues. Secretary
Ribicoff points out again:

In 1850, our school-age population was
30.5 million; in 1960, 44 million, an increase
of 13.6 million. By 1980, there will be 67.5
million school-age children, or an Increase
of 37 milllon during the 30-year perlod—an
average of more than a million each year.
These children are entitled to the best edu-
cation we can give them. Because of the
increasing complexity of our world, this edu-
cation must be better than we had and better
than we are now glving. We cannot afford
less,

Mr. President, the Secretary’s message
contains so much of interest, so much
that the counfry should consider, that I
plan to place the entire message in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.
The bill is not a substitute for other pro-
posed legislation, as was sometimes
thought at the time of the bill's introduc-
tion. Again I quote Secretary Ribicoff:

Let me emphasize that this bill is not a
substitute for any other education proposal
of this administration. We have made a
number of proposals, all of which are of great

ce. We earnestly support a broad
program of funds for school construction
and teachers’ salarles. We want support for
our colleges and college students. We need
ald to the medical schools and their students.
We must do something about the shocking
facts of adult illiteracy. And in this bill I
present to you today, we are seeking a fifth
part of the President's education program—
a measure to improve the quality of educa-
tion In this country in partnership with the
Btates, local school districts, and teacher
preparation institutions.

Mr. President, there have been five
prongs; the GI bill is the sixth. Each
one is separate. None of them conflicts
with any of the others. None of the edu-
cational bills overlaps any other fleld. If
we really wish to give the boys and girls
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of America the opportunity they are en-
titled to in this democracy, we must pro-
vide them with an opportunity for educa-
tion. None of these measures by itself
will furnish that full opportunity. The
GI bill by itself will not afford it. But
each of them is a step in the right direc-
tion. It is time we moved forward with
the educational program.

I shall read one more paragraph of
Secretary Ribicoff’s able message to the
Subcommittee on Education:

Mr. Chairman, millions of the children in
our Nation have only a theoretical chance
to acquire an education commensurate with
their potential ability and to lead useful and
happy lives. Many come to our schools from
a soclal and cultural environment in which
the desire for knowledge was never kindled.
Many others of high ability and motivation
do not find intellectual challenge in the
school and become bored, dispirited, and even
delinquent.

To help correct these conditions in the
schools—to create a desire for knowledge
where it never existed and to engage the
best ability of every student—requires ex-
traordinary effort by skilled administrators,
teachers, and counselors. All too often, our
schools are unable to accomplish these ob-
jectives,

Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed at the conclusion of my
remarks the full text of the statement
by Secretary Ribicoff.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, SECRETARY
orF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

I am pleased to appear today in support of
8. 2826, introduced by Senator Morse, the
chairman of your subcommittee. The bill,
entitled “The Improvement of Educatlonal
Quality Act of 1962,” carries out the recom-
mendation of the President in his education
message of February 6, 1962.

The greatest resource of this Natlon ls
its young people who represent the leadership
of the future. Fundamental to the assump-
tion of leadership by these young people is
the opportunity for an education of sufficient
rigor and quality to enable them to meet the
tremendous responsibilities to be placed on
their shoulders The creation of a high
standard of excellence in education is essen-
tlal to natlional survival. The day is past
when even one of our classrooms should be
staffed by an underpald or undertrained
teacher.

The teacher in the classroom is the basic
element in the educational process, and we
owe to our children as well as to our teach-
ers the obligation of supplying every pos-
sible resource to enable the teacher to con-
duct a class in a professional, competent, and
well-informed manner. This goal is attain-
able within this decade if we make the best
use of all our knowledge and resources,

The bill before you is intended to bring
about an improvement in the quality of edu-
cation at the elementary and secondary level
under the traditional structure of State and
local school agencies., As President Eennedy
said in his February message on education,
“This tradition assures our educational sys-
fem of the freedom, diversity, and the vi-
tality necessary to serve our free soclety
fully.”

The profession of teaching is a high call-
ing—one which should attract the finest
minds and the firmest purpose. It is chal-
lenging and demanding, exciting, and re-
warding; yet we find many of our most prom=-
ising people turning to other professions—
or leaving the teaching profession in a few
short years., Those who remain—and there
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are tens of thousands of dedicated, able
teachers who have remained—do so at the
expense of financial security, professional
status, and real opportunity for growth and
learning.

Last year, 120,000 teachers left teaching
for various reasons. Only 102,000 college
graduates entered the profession. We were
unable to replace with college graduates all
the teachers who left. In addition, we need
35,000 teachers this year to accommodate
the growth in student enrollment. We need
an additional 30,000 to relieve overcrowded
classrooms,

‘We have presently teaching 90,000 teachers
who do not meet the State certification re-
quirements. Many teachers today are caught
between incomes which do not permit them
to improve their professional qualifications
on the one hand and increasing demands
for better knowledge and preparation in
subject areas on the other. Teachers should
be able to afford to improve their knowledge
as information changes and new discoveries
are made.

The teacher should have recognized pro-
fessional status as one of the most valuable
members of the community. This is not
true today. A student who graduated last
year, after 4 years of college in a scientific
curriculum, could start work with an average
salary of $6,240 a year. If he spent the same
4 years learning to be a teacher, his starting
salary would average $4,100, The average
salary for all teachers with a bachelor's de-
gree last year was $5,215; for all scientists
with a bachelor's degree, $9,000.

The increasing demands for education
make it essential that we attract many more
people into the teaching profession, that we
do everything we can to retain our present
teachers, and that we help the State and
local systems improve the quality of their
instruction.

In 1950, our school-age population was
80.5 million; in 1960, 44 million, an increase
of 13,56 million. By 1980, there will be
67.5 million school-age children, or an in-
crease of 37 million during the 30-year pe-
riod—an average of more than a million each
year. These children are entitled to the best
education we can give them. Because of the
increasing complexity of our world, this edu~
cation must be better than we had and bet-
ter than we are now giving. We cannot af-
ford less.

DISCUSSION OF BILL
Title I

Title I of S. 2826 is designed to help the
States and school systems to improve the
quality of instruction in our elementary and
secondary schools. There are great variations
in professional preparation, knowledge of
subjects taught, experience, and opportunity
for professional improvement and advance-
ment among our 1.5 million teachers. The
knowledge, competence, enthusiasm, and wis-
dom of the classroom teacher determine the
success or failure of everything attempted
by our schools. Title I would authorize three
practical 5-year programs appropriate to
a modest Federal role in education—Iinsti-
tutes, awards, and project grants—to
strengthen the initial preparation of teach-
ers and to help our teachers prepare them-
selves to do a better job in the classroom.
Institutes for Advanced Study for Teachers

Section 101 of the bill would authorize the
Commissioner of Education to arrange with
colleges and universities for subject-matter
institutes for teachers and supervisors of
subjects In which he finds that there is a gen-
eral need for improved quality of instruction.
These institutes would be concentrated upon
the subjects generally accepted as meeting
college-entrance requirements. Participants
would receive a stipend of $75 per week, plus
$15 per week for each dependent, during the
period of attendance.
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These institutes will provide in other basic
curriculum areas the same kind of oppor-
tunity for improvement that has been so
successfully provided in mathematics,
sclence, and foreign languages through in-
stitutes arranged by the National Sclence
Foundation and the Office of Education.
These programs have improved instruction
to such an extent that the relative neglect
of these subjects has been dramatically re-
versed in a few short years. But mathe-
matics, science, and foreign language do not
encompass a complete education program.
Instruction in English, in history, and social
sciences is essential to the attainment of
the skills and knowledge required by today’'s
youth., The requirements for subject-area
competence are as important to teachers of
these subjects as they are to the teachers
of science and mathematics, and the intel-
lectual disciplines and learning effort are no
less.

Awards for OQutstanding Teachers

The second program under title I offers
great potential for improving the quality of
instruction and recognizing the great con-
tribution to society of the many outstanding
teachers now in our schools.

Sectlion 102 of the bill would permit the
Commissioner to make awards to 2,600
teachers each year to permit them to under-
take a year of full-time study in the subjects
they teach. The recipients would be selected
by State commissions designated by the Gov-
ernors. Each recipient would receive a
stipend equal to his salary but not to exceed
$6,000. The college or university attended
would receive a $500 cost-of-education grant.
Awards would be allotted among the States
on the basis of the relative numbers of certi-
fled teachers, with no State recelving less
than 10.

These awards would provide valuable rec-
ognition for outstanding teachers. As stated
by President Kennedy: “Many elementary
and secondary school teachers would profit
from a full year of full-time study in their
subject-matter fields. Very few can afford
to do so. Yet the benefits of such a year
could be shared by outstanding teachers with
others in their schools and school systems as
well as with countless students. We should
begin to make such opportunities available
to the elementary and secondary school
teachers of this country and thereby accord
to this profession the support, prestige, and
recognition it deserves.” We believe that
the awards provided in this bill would
stimulate additional private, State, and
local grants for this purpose. The 12,500
teachers receiving awards under the blll dur-
ing the next 6 years would, during their
teaching careers, share the benefits of their
study with several million students in
thousands of schools across the Nation and
thus help to ralse the quality of education.

Project Grants To Strengthen Teacher
Preparation Programs

The first two programs, which I have just
described, are designed to improve the
quality of instruction by glving opportuni-
ties for professional improvement to teachers
already in the profession. The third pro-
gram would attack the problem of assuring
a contlnuous entry into the profession of
qualified, well-prepared teachers and would
make it possible for our colleges to attract
into teacher-preparation programs students
showing promise and intellectual capacity.

Section 103 of the bill authorizes the
Commissioner to make grants to colleges
and universities for projects to strengthen
their programs of teacher education. With
today's emphasis on excellence in education
and subject-area competence, many insti-
tutions that prepare teachers find themselves
unprepared to meet the challenge. Institu-
tions which traditionally emphasized teach-
ing now find it necessary to provide faecili-
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ties and instruction in subject areas which
require additional faculty and library facil-
ities and new curriculums to prepare teacher
candidates properly.

As these institutions seek out new faculty
and new programs, most of them need to
strengthen their library programs. More
than half of the 4-year academic institutions
in the Nation today have library collections
of less than 50,000 volumes. The Federal
grant would cover part of the cost of im-
proving course content and curriculum (in-
cluding related improvements in library re-
sources), better student teaching activities,
and improved standards for selection of
teaching candidates and for their continua-
tion in teacher-education programs. With-
out financlal help, most colleges will not
have the resources available to make neces-
sary improvements.

We believe that there is a direct relation-
ship between the quality and intellectual
content of teacher education and the quality
of students attracted to a career in teaching.
There is evidence that teaching as a pro-
fesslon is not attracting a proportionate
share of our most able college students and
that many able and dedicated teachers suf-
fer from inadequate academic preparation.
While we recognize that inadequate salaries
for teachers are a major factor in this situ-
ation, we belleve that Improvements in
teacher education can significantly improve
the status of the profession. This proposal
would encourage and help colleges and uni-
versities to make desired Improvements.

Title IT

Title II is concerned with the broad ap-
plication of improved instructional practices
in elementary and secondary schools. Amer-
ican industry spends billions of dollars each
year in research and development and in the
application of new knowledge to technology.
Although the needs of education and indus-
try differ substantially, it is alarming that
less than one-half of 1 percent of educa-
tional expenditures are for research and de-
velopment. Moreover, the widespread ap-
plication in actual classroom situations of
the findings of educational research has
been painfully slow.

Grants to States

Title II would authorize the appropriation
of 50 million for each of 56 years for grants
to State education agencies to help finance
pilot, demonstration, or experimental proj-
ects designed by local school districts.
These projects would help greatly to improve
the quality and effectiveness of instruction
in public elementary and secondary schools—
a concern not of the States alone, but of
every American citizen as well.

The bill suggests as examples seven broad
types of programs sultable for projects; such
as, improved course content and curriculum,
special attention for gifted or deprived or
disadvantaged students, and the develop-
ment of new types of instruction or pro-
graming, and the most effective use of
modern equipment and materials. Each
project could include the acquisition of re-
lated library and other materials and equip-
ment.

The appropriated funds would be allotted
to the States on the basis of their relative
populations. Ten percent of a State's allot-
ment could be used to expand and improve
the State educational agency's supervisory,
research, and development services so neces-
sary to the improvement of local school
proj -
Let me cite some possible applications of
this title which local educational agencles
might develop as they saw fit in terms of
local needs and conditions:

1. Projects for pupils having special prob-
lems.

2. Development of improved materials and
methods of teaching English to non-Eng-
lish-speaking pupils.
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3. Experimental programs for highly gifted
pupils, making use of seminars, adaptations
of the tutorial system, and organized ac-
celeration in courses or subjects.

4, Improvement of school Illbrary pro-
grams. Only 20,000 of our 60,000 elemen-
tary schools have libraries, and many of these
are inadequate. In 189568-59, more than half
of our public elementary school children—
10 million boys and girls—attended schools
without lbrary facilitles of any kind, If
we are really to improve the quality of edu-
cation in America, we must improve school
libraries.

5. Development of an intensified English
language program in elementary and sec-
ondary schools, with increasing emphasis on
English composition from grade 7 through
grade 12. Full command of the English lan-
guage is essential to the successful pursuit
of all academic disclplines.

6. Development of plans for maximum use
of school facilities; designing new school
structures for maximum efficiency and pupil
and teacher usage; and planning for new
and more efficient scheduling of school cur-
riculums for the school year.

7. For the development and coordination
of programs to prevent school dropouts; the
development of new kinds of cooperative
school and work programs so that secondary
education will prepare youth for work at the
termination of the senior year.

Amendments to Cooperative Research Act

Title IT also amends the Cooperative Re-
search Act to give a new and vital dimen-
sion to educational research and develop-
ment. The amended act would authorize
grants to colleges, universities, and other
nonprofit organizations to pay part of the
costs of centers for research, development
evaluation, and demonstration of improved
instructional practices and materials in the
schools, where appropriate centers would
be conducted in cooperation with State and
local educational agencies. We belleve that
this expanded research and development
activity, together with the special project
grants described above, would be a most
effective means of bringing about widespread
application of better practices in education.

CONCLUSION

We estimate that appropriations for this
bill would be $120 million for the first
year, ranging up to $1656 million in the fifth
year. This is a modest cost in terms of the
far-reaching objectives of the bill.

Each provision of S. 2826 complements the
others and is also related to existing public
and private programs in education. The bill
pinpoints the basic requirements for im-
proving the quality of education and pro-
poses an effective means of meeting these
requirements.

Let me emphasize that this bill is not a
substitute for any other education proposal
of this administration. We have made a
number of proposals, all of which are of
great importance. We earnestly support a
broad program of funds for school con-
struction and teachers’ salaries. We want
support for our colleges and college students.
We need aid to the medical schools and their
students. We must do something about the
shocking facts of adult illiteracy.

And in this bill I present to you today, we
are seeking a fifth part of the President's
education program—a measure to improve
the quality of education in this country in
partnership with the BStates, local school
districts, and teacher preparation institu-
tions.

All parts of this program are important.
The measure before you today is among the
least expensive of the proposals, but I deeply
believe that its ultimate impact can be as
significant as anything we have proposed.
It represents a new and needed approach: An
effort to do something for our teachers and
for the quality of teaching in our schools.
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Mr. Chairman, millions of the children in
our Nation have only a theoretical chance to
acquire an education commensurate with
their potential ability and to lead useful and
happy lives. Many come to our schools from
a soclal and cultural environment in which
the desire for knowledge was never kindled.
Many others of high ability and motivation
do not find intellectual challenge in the
school and become bored, dispirited, and
even delinquent.

To help correct these conditions in the
schools—to create a desire for knowledge
where it never existed and to engage the best
ability of every student—requires extraor-
dinary effort by skilled administrators,
teachers, and counselors. All too often, our
schools are unable to accomplish these ob-
jectives.

Recently I had the opportunity to visit
a school in New York City in which these
problems are being overcome through a
special program called higher horizons. The
children are glven special remedial instruc-
tion to overcome language and academic de-
ficlencies. They are introduced to the world
of art and culture. They have the benefit
of skilled teachers and counselors. Academic
standards are high. These students are
above average In their neat appearance, be-
havior, and desire for intellectual achieve-
ment. Yet, these youngsters come from an
environment characterized by unemploy-
ment, broken homes, delinquency, illiteracy,
violent erime, and cultural poverty. In a
very real sense, their school is saving their
lives.

This contribution to our society is beyond
measure. It can be duplicated In thousands
of schools, serving every kind of area with
respect to the whole range of educational
needs.

The purpose of this bill is to launch a
concerted natlonal effort to assure that our
schools offer a real opportunity for a first-
class education for all our children. Federal
action can be decisive in stimulating State
and local leadership and accelerating prog-
ress in education.

While we cannot command intellectual
excellence, we can and must encourage it in
every appropriate way. 5. 2826 provides an
appropriate way to do this, and I strongly
urge that it be enacted.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW—ORDER FOR
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE TO
MEET TOMORROW—LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana yield, without losing his right to
the floor?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Mon-
tana, provided I do not lose the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate tomor-
I'OW.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, the
Senator’s request places me in such a
position that I feel that I shall have to
object. I should regret very much hav-
ing to prevent the Commitfee on Finance
from meeting; however, if the Senator
could arrange to have the Senate meet
at 12 o’clock, I would withhold objection
to authorizing the Committee on Fi-
nance to meet, because I should like to
participate in the meeting of that com-
mittee tomorrow. I hope the Senafor
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from Montana will modify his earlier
request, so that he might agree to the
latter request, even if it meant keeping
the Senate in session longer tomorrow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As usual, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is reasonable. This
possibility was discussed yesterday with
some Senators who are vitally interested
in the proposed legislation. The Senate
will recall that the leadership announced
yesterday that beginning on Wednesday
the Senate would convene at 10 o'clock
and remain in session until about 8
o’clock. However, in view of the situa-
tion as it affects the Committee on
Finance, and considering the under-
standing shown by the Senator from
Louisiana, I now ask unanimous consent
that when the business for today has
been concluded, the Senate adjourn until
12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
since the Senate will convene tomorrow
2 hours later than had originally been
planned, we should anticipate remain-
ing in session 2 hours longer in the
evening,

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Louisiana yield, so
that I may address the majority leader?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Texas,
provided I do not lose the floor.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I express
thanks fo the distinguished majority
leader for changing the hour of conven-
ing tomorrow until 12 o’clock. Today
the Senate conferees held their first
meeting with the House conferees on the
higher education bill. The chairman of
the conference has called a meeting of
the Senate conferees for 10 o’clock to-
morrow morning. There are three
members of the conference—the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark], and I—who plan to take some
part in the debate on the bill under con-
sideration. The Senate conferees will
hold their next meeting with the House
conferees at 10 o’clock on Friday morn-
ing. No meeting is planned for Thurs-
day. I wished to inform the distin-
guished majority leader of that program
and to say that the deferred hour for
convening the Senate tomorrow will
make it possible for us to continue our
work on the higher education bill, which
is vital to the Senate and the adminis-
tration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am happy that it
has been possible to bring about this ac-
commodation.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Loui-
siana yield, so that I may address the
majority leader?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, provided I do not lose the fioor.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Does the distin-
guished majority leader have in mind
asking permission for any other commit-
tees to meet while the Senate is in
session?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not at the mo-
ment. I have taken this action on my
own responsibility. I hope the acting
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minority leader will agree to the request
I have made. The reason I have done so
is that the chairman of the Committee
on Finance has informed me that begin-
ning tomorrow and continuing for the
next day hearings will be held on the ex-
tension of the Sugar Act which, as the
. Senator from Tennessee knows, will ex-
" pire on June 30.

Mr. EEFAUVER. If a request is to
be made for any other committees to
meet, I should like the opportunity to
object to their meeting, unless some
emergency situation exists.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is a reason-
able request. The Senator from Tennes-
see will be notified if any other requests
are to be made. Ihope the acting minor-
ity leader will concur in my request that
the Committee on Finance be permitted
to meet tomorrow.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is agreeable, as
I understand. However, inasmuch as
the hour of convening will be at noon, no
other requests for committee meetings
have been made.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; this request
was made for an all-day meeting of the
Committee on Finance only.

I think I should call the attention of
the Senate to the very good possibility
that during the latter part of this week
the Senate will be asked to set aside the
pending business, when a motion will be
made to proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1553, HR. 11131, to au-
thorize certain construction at military
installations, and for other purposes.
That bill, I understand, is tied in quite
closely with the appropriation bill.

Also, the Senate will be asked to con-
sider Calendar No. 1565, S. 3203, to ex-
tend the Defense Production Act of 1950,
as amended, and for other purposes,
about which, I understand, there is little
controversy; also, Calendar No. 1536, S.
3161, to provide for continuation of au-
thority for regulation of exports, and for
other purposes.

It is tentatively hoped that on Monday
next it may be possible to have the Sen-
ate consider Calendar No. 1564, H.R.
11879, to provide a 1-year extension of
the existing corporate normal tax rate
and of certain excise tax rates, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Can the Senator
give us any idea of the approximate time
these other measures will consume?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that
consideration of the bill to provide for
continuation of authority for the regula-
tion of exports may require several hours,
It is my understanding that the Senator
from New York [Mr. KeaTiNGg] desires to
offer some amendments.

I do not believe that the bill to au-
thorize construction of certain military
installations will take more than an hour.
Of course, this is guesswork. So far as
I can ascertain, the bill to extend the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, is not controversial.

I understand that consideration of
Calendar 1564, House bill 11879, to pro-
vide a l-year extension of the existing
corporate normal-tax rate and of cer-
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tain excise-tax rates, and for other pur-
poses, may take a little longer. That
is why its consideration is being put off
until next week.

Mr, KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If I may make a
further statement, let me call attention
to the fact that Calendar No. 1549, House
bill 10606, to extend and improve the
public assistance and child welfare serv-
ices programs of the Social Security Act,
and for other purposes, will be taken up
either the latter part of this week or
next week. I understand there is very
little, if any, controversy about this
measure, which also faces a June 30
deadline.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield, so that I
may make an inquiry of the distin-
guished majority leader?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
the same basis, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. The majority leader
indicated that later in the week Calen-
dar No. 1553, Calendar No. 1565, Calen-
dar No. 1536, and Calendar No. 1564 will
be taken up. What does “later in the
week’” mean?

Mr. MANSFIELD, I should say any-
where between Thursday and Saturday,
inclusive.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield fur-
ther, if it is understood that in doing
s0 he will not lose his right to the floor?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

I yield on

FOREIGN TOUR BY THE SECRETARY
OF STATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, to-
day Secretary of State Dean Rusk has
set out on a tour of five major cities of
the world—Paris, Bonn, Berlin, Rome,
and London. His journey comes at a
time when world affairs are in great
flux. Our positions are being closely
analyzed; and it is vital to our national
interest that not only a clear under-
standing prevail, but also that together
with allied nations we arrive at a clearer
understanding and agreement as to the
directions in which we are headed.

The Secretary carries the confidence
of the country in this delicate task. He
is a statesman’s statesman, vigorous and
discreet, expert, and gentlemanly.

He is fully equipped to provide the
United States with the kind of diplomacy
we must have in order to adjust to con-
temporary requirements the policies we
have been following for more than a
decade with respect to Europe. He can
provide the kind of leadership which is
essential for a continuance of the co-
operation with Western Europe that will
insure our common security and a shar-
ing of the common responsibilities in
support of international peace.

Debate in this body sometimes ob-
scures our basic agreement and our gen-
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eral reliance on principles held through
many administrations. We are striving
for a decent world in which human free-
dom can flourish. That is our basic ob-
jective. The Secretary of State is its
personification; and I know that as he
flies over the Atlantic today, he carries
the good wishes and the hopes of the
Senate.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator

from Louisiana for his customary
courtesy.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-

dent, the distinguished majority leader
is most welcome.

THE PRESIDENT AND THE
ECONOMY

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, I eall at-
tention to an editorial entitled “Left-
ward Ho,” published in the Omaha
World-Herald of June 12, 1962. The
editorial refers to the address made re-
cently at Yale University by President
Kennedy. It is my earnest hope that my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle will
take a few minutes to study this
statement.

The President has, appropriately, been
honored by many degrees. I assume,
without ascertaining the fact, that Yale
conferred upon him an honorary doctoral
degree in economics, In his remarks at
Yale the President, in effect, rewrote the
principles of economics. The law of
supply and demand which has hereto-
fore generated initiative, investment, in-
come, and taxes, is relegated to the past.

The new law, by Presidential edict,
will determine fiscal responsibility, the
effect of deficit spending, and whether
debts, public or private, are either good
or bad.

The President stated:

Each sector of activity must be approached

on its own merits and in terms of specific
national needs.

It necessarily follows that tk. Presi-
dent assumes the obligation of deter-
mining both the “merits” and the
“specific national needs.”

As the editorial concludes, the Presi-
dent’s speech at Yale was “a historic
speech.” What was passed to us there
is truly prolog. We know where the
Captain intends to take his ship.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

LeEFTWARD Ho

There's joy on the left today because of
what John F. Eennedy said at Yale,

And we wouldn't be surprised if the fur-
;hcg left one searches, the more joy he will

nd.

For after 17 months of seeming indecision,
contradictory actions and cautious words,
President Kennedy yesterday declared him-
self.

He is for bigger Government, bigger spend-
ing, more intervention in the lives of the
people, and more of what used to be known
as fiscal irresponsibility.

And he is for these things not because he
regards them as necessary evils, but as posi-
tive virtues. In fact, any American so
benighted as to believe in balanced budgets,
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restraint In public spending or in getting
Government off the backs of the people is
guilty of perpetuating “myths.”

Each administration has spent more than
its predecessor, said Mr. KEennedy and ‘“this
trend may continue.” Speaking of mediecal
research he sald that “this expansion of
Government has brought strength to our
whole soclety.”

Whereas he sald this medical research “has
taken place without undue enlargement of
Government control,” the President
hastened to add:

“I am not suggesting that Federal expendi-
tures cannot bring on some measure of
control. The whole thrust of Federal ex-
penditures in agriculture has been related by
purpose and by design to control as a means
of dealing with the problems created by our
farmers and growing productivity.”

That should be plain enough. Some
Americans may escape control but not you,
Mr. Farmer. “The whole thrust” of farm
policy 1s aimed at controlling you and your
obnoxious habit of making crops grow in
abundance.

As for controlling others, “each sector of
activity must be approached on its own
merits and in terms of specific national
needs.” Not your will, Mr. Citizen, but the
Government’s will, is to prevail. And that
goes for “science, urban renewal, education,
agriculture, natural resources” and anything
else in which public and private interests
may conflict.

What will happen to Individual liberty?

Apparently that concept is a part of the
old mythology and iIs to be shoved aside
whenever it conflicts with the presidentially
determined “public interest.”

Turning to the annual Federal budget,
Mr. Eennedy damned it as “not simply ir-
relevant: it is actively misleading” because
“mythology measures all our soundness on
the single simple basis of this same annual
administrative budget.”

On deficits the President said: “The myth
persists that Federal deflcits create infla-
tion. * * * Honest assessment plainly re-
guires a more sophisticated view * * *.

On public debt: “It is widely supposed
that this debt is growing at a dangerously
rapid rate. * * * Debts, public and private,
are neither good nor bad. * * * Borrowing
can lead to overextension and collapse—but
it can also lead to expansion and strength.”

On national confidence: It depends on
“the necessary partnership of government
with all other sectors of our society.” “Lack
of confidence in the national administra-
tion” is not a cause of stock market declines
and is “a false issue.”

So much for myths, old and new, as dis-

cussed at Yale. It was, we think, a historic
5 :
For it established beyond reasonable doubt
that Mr. Kennedy is taking the country as
far left as he can as fast as he can. And
that fact presents a challenge to all moder-
ates and conservatives who believe in fiscal
prudence and effective restraints on the
crushing hand of government.

During the delivery of the speech of
Mr. Lonc of Louisiana:

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield to the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] for a statement, and that
his statement may be printed at an-
other point in the Recorp, without
prejudicing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Louisiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator’s yielding to me with
that understanding, because I wish to
introduce tonight a revision of my here-
tofore proposed legislation on emergency
disputes, and I should like to have the
statement and the bill made a part of
today's RECORD.

SETTLEMENT OF LABOR DISPUTES

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the fail-
ure of the many Presidential Emergency
Boards and Commissions named by the
President over the past 17 months to
settle the airlines dispute underscores
once again the ineffectiveness of the
emergency disputes procedures specified
in the Railway Labor Act and in the
Taft-Hartley Act. I am now introducing
legislation which should provide a fairer,
more workable and more effective sys-
tem to be substituted for these systems
which have worked so poorly in so many
og the major disputes over the past dec-
ade.

The bill which I introduce follows in
general outlines those which I have of-
fered before in similar periods of break-
down. This bill is the result of a further
reexamination of the provisions in ear-
lier bills which I have introduced from
time to time in the past. It has been
redrafted in some essential respects but
follows in general outline S. 1177 and S.
1160, which I offered in the 85th and 86th
Congresses.

The Recorp will show that when I op-
posed the Taft-Hartley bill in 1947, one
of the major contentions that I made
against the Taft-Hartley bill was what I
considered to be the ineffectiveness and
and unacceptability of the emergency
dispute section of that bill. The RECORD
will show that at that time I emphasized
that, in my judegement, the emergency
dispute section of the Taft-Hartley bill
would not be the effective instrument
that it was claimed to be by the authors
of the bill. Since that Congress, as a
member of the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, I have dis-
cussed the subject on the floor of the
Senate a number of times, and as I have
just stated, I have introduced in the
past S. 1177 and S. 1160.

Two years of negotiations between the
Flight Engineers’ International Associa-
tion and a number of the airlines broke
down last week following months of
strenuous activity by the administration
to bring the parties together. The dis-
pute is one which has plagued the air-
line industry for the last 4 years, and
although there is general agreement to-
day that only three men are needed in
the cockpit of jet aircraft, the question
of qualifications for the occupant of the
third seat is the one which continues to
plague the industry.

Mediation by the National Mediation
Board under the Railway Labor Act has
failed to provide any basis for the reso-
Iution of this stubborn and unyielding
issue. Upon exhaustion of the media-
tory procedures of the National Media-
tion Board, the President appointed a
number of emergency boards under the
Railway Labor Act and a special presi-
dential commission headed by Prof. Na-
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than Feisinger to review the general
problem. In addition the identieal issue
was involved in proceedings before two
presidential emergency boards appoint-
ed to consider the related issue in the
dispute between two of the airlines and
the Airline Pilots Association. Finally, a
board of arbitration consisting of George
Taylor, George Meany, and Edgar Kai-
ser, named by the President to arbitrate
the third seat issue in the negotiations
between Pan American and the Airline
Pilots, handed down its award just a few
weeks ago.

Thus we have had five Presidential
Emergency Boards, a Special Presidential
Commission under Professor Feinsinger,
and a Board of Arbitration under George
Taylor assigned to develop some reason-
able basis for the settlement of this
issue. The recommendations made by
these Boards and Commissions have
followed the same general pattern, but
none of them have produced a formula
acceptable to the flight engineers.

Last Thursday the President told the
flight engineers that a strike against the
three airlines involved in its ecurrent
negotiation, Trans World Airlines, East-
ern, and Pan American, would seriously
endanger the welfare and economy of
the country and urged them to accept
arbitration or some other means as a
basis for ending their dispute. Despite
this entreaty, the engineers remained
steadfast in their determination not to
arbitrate the issue of the third seat
qualifications but offered instead to arbi-
trate the balance of the issues. The
limited arbitration offered by the flight
engineers would not have settled the
dispute.

Thus we are once again impressed with
the failure of our procedures in the
handling of disputes threatening the
welfare of the country.

I am therefore now offering to the Con-
gress a bill which will provide a more
flexible system for the discharge of the
responsibilities of the President and of
Congress in safeguarding the health and
security of the national economy and at
the same time will afford labor and man-
agement ample opportunity to work out
their differences in collective bargaining.
I propose to give the President discretion
as to when and how to intervene in dis-
putes of this nature in any industry with
a reasonable choice of courses to follow
in the particular circumstances of the
specific dispute. The courses which are
made available to the President will not
be entirely pleasing to either side, but
they are fair and evenhanded and should
provide some further technigques in de-
veloping settlements in these stubborn
and difficult cases.

My proposal was first made in 1950,
when I introduced S. 3169 to cope with
the crises in the coal industry. It ap-
peared at that time that seizure by the
Government might be used as a last re-
sort. My bill recognized the incapacity
of Taft-Hartley to deal effectively with
emergency disputes that endanger the
national welfare. In 1952, I offered the
bill again. It was introduced at the time
of the crisis in the steel industry when
Taft-Hartley's emergency disputes pro-
cedures again proved inadequate. At the
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time of the New York longshoremen's
dispute in 1957 and again in 1959, I of-
fered substantially similar bills.

The bill I am offering today, like those
which I offered in these other periods, is
based upon broad experience with the
subjeet, including, among other things,
material developed in extensive hearings
a number of years ago by the Senate
Labor Committee. It provides for a con-
tinuing procedure under which the Pres-
ident and Congress keep constant sur-
veillance of emergency disputes. Both
executive operation of the facilities,
through existing management wherever
possible, and injunections are permissible,
with a congressional veto of such action,
The bill emphasizes keeping the disput-
ing parties guessing to provide real in-
centives for bargaining now lacking in
the law.

I stress the point that when we are
dealing with a national dispute which
is characterized by economic dangers
that cause one to say that the dispute
threatens national welfare, we must have
a procedure, in my opinion, that will
leave doubt on the part of parties on
both sides of the dispute, as to what the
final outcome will be. I cannot stress
that point too much. I think it is im-
portant that we recognize that neither
side must be in a position in which it
would know for a certainty the re-
sult of the adoption or application of a
procedure. Otherwise, we would discour-
age collective bargaining by putting one
side in a position to say, “We are per-
fectly willing to let the law run its course,
?ecause the final result will be in our

avor."”

The point I am making may not be
easily recognized by those lacking ex-
perience in the problems of labor arbi-
tration, mediation, negotiation, and col-
lective bargaining. I stress the fact that
the bill, which is similar to bills I have
introduced in the past, would not give
to either side any certainty as to what
the result of the application would be.

In introducing this bill, I must empha-
size that I am not wedded to it. I do not
in any sense regard it as the final and
last word on the subject. The problem
of developing workable and effective
emergency disputes procedures is one of
the most complicated legislative subjects
facing the Congress. And just as there
have been inadequacies in past efforts,
I realize that there must be “bugs” of
one sort or another in this proposal.

But, as I said in 1959 in offering
S. 1160, there must be a start if we are
ever to get effective and useful legisla-
tion in this area. With this new major
transportation tieup threatening us, it
is of the utmost urgency that we make
a new effort to develop reasonable solu-
tions, and that we begin now with the
help of labor and management in draft-
ing a bill that will safeguard the rights
of each and, at the same fime, protect
the rights of the Nation from severe and
avoidable damage to our economy.

My bill, in my judgment, offers the
proper vehicle for hearings on the part
of the committee. It offers the proper
vehicle for labor and management to
come in to offer criticisms and sugges-
tions for improvements. However, as
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one who has worked in the field of labor
relations for a good many years during
my professional life prior to coming to
the Senate, I think it must be made
crystal clear to both labor and manage-
ment that they have a primary obliga-
tion to settle any dispute which creates
a national emergency.

I imagine there will be some political
partisans who will seek to criticize the
senior Senator from Oregon for the
position he is taking in this matter.
However, I wish to say to the economic
partisans that with regard to a lockout
or a strike, whenever there is a case in
which the facts show that the national
welfare is being threatened and an ir-
reparable damage is being done by a
national emergency dispute, it becomes
the duty of all of the parties, private
and public, and the clear responsibility
of the Congress and the President to see
to it that all possible steps are taken
toward a fair resolution of the issues in
dispute.

The issue is just as simple as that.
We can have reams and reams of dis-
cussion on this subject matter, but no
language can hide the salient point. I
repeat it. I say to labor and to man-
agement, “Give me a set of facts which
show clearly that a strike or lockout long
continued on the basis of those facts
threatens the welfare of this country
as encompassed in our meaning of a
national emergency dispute, then the
senior Senator from Oregon takes the
position that the interests of labor and
management alike must be adjusted in
the public interest as a whole.”

We cannot maintain government by
law if we do not support that principle,

I know the delicate issue I am talking
about. I have gone through this experi-
ence before. There will be those who
will say that the senior Senator from
Oregon seeks to take away from labor a
precious right, namely, the freedom to
strike. Not at all. If the exercise of
economic action on the part of labor
through a strike or the exercise of eco-
nomic action on the part of the employer
through a lockout endangers the welfare
of this country to the degree that it can
be said an irreparable damage is being
done to the public welfare, in such a
dispute I have always taken the position
as an arbitrator and as a member of the
War Labor Board and as a Member of
the Senate, that only one conclusion, in
my judgment, can properly be reached,
and that is that the economic partisans
must subordinate their economic inter-
ests to the welfare of the Nation as a
whole.

No one has ever fought harder than I
have fought to protect the right of labor
to sfrike. Nor has anyone been more
hesitant to use the full and drastic reme-
dies of plant seizure as a solution to
these problems of national emergency
disputes.

Of course, in every case, we always
have the threshhold question of whether
or not the operative facts of a given dis-
pute constitute a national emergency
threatening the welfare of the country.

During the war I was the compliance
and enforcement officer of the War
Labor Board as well as a public mem-
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ber of the Board. I have said it be-
fore, but I emphasize it again, that we
never seized a plant during the war in
relation to which President Roosevelt did
not reluctantly sign the seizure papers
and then only after he became satisfied,
on the basis of the representation of the
Board, that there was no other course of
action that he could follow in the in-
terest of protecting the public welfare
and aiding the successful prosecution
of the war.

My bill includes a choice of seizure on
the part of the President if the facts
warrant it in any given case. The
senior Senator from Oregon is talking
about token seizure, such as occurred
during the war when the railroads and
shipyards were seized. In such instances
the American flag went up over the
plants but management was asked to
remain behind its desk and continue to
operate the business under the American
flag for the Federal Government.

There comes a time in a major dispute
when there is no other course of action
for a government to follow if it is to
protect the public interest and main-
tain a system of government by law and
public order.

But no one has recognized more keenly
the need for some reasonable procedure
to absorb the shock of these disastrous
deadlocks in collective bargaining which
shake the structure of the economy.

We cannot continue to move from
emergency to emergency, relying upon
unworkable procedures acceptable to
none of us,

We no longer can afford to shirk our
responsibility as a Congress to begin our
long overdue overhaul of these systems.

Respect for the rights of labor, of
management and of the public requires
that we begin our work now in the face
of this new emergency to develop this
much needed legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of my bill be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the bill was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

8. 8442
A bill to amend title IT of the Labor Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947, with respect
to the settlement of labor disputes result-
ing in national emergencies

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
II of the Labor Management Relations Act,
1947, is amended by striking out sections 206
to 210, inclusive, and inserting in lieu there-
of the following:

“NATIONAL EMERGENCIES

“Sec. 206. (a) Whenever the President is
of the opinion that a national emergency is
threatened or exists because a stoppage of
work or operations has resulted or threatens
to result from a labor dispute (including the
expiration of a collective-bargaining agree-
ment) in a vital industry or plant which
serlously affects the national health, safety,
or security, and the Director of the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service in
the case of a dispute which is subject to the
provisions of section 203 of this Act, or the
National Mediation Board in the case of a
dispute which is subject to the Railway
Labor Act, advises the President that the
parties to the dispute have falled to estab-
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lish effective procedures for the settlement
of the dispute or that procedures so estab-
lished have been ineffective in resolving the
dispute, and that all possibilities of media-
tion and conciliation have been exhausted
without success, the President shall issue
a proclamation appointing an emergency
board to determine the facts concerning the
dispute, and, if the President so directs, to
make recommendations for the settlement of
the issue or issues in dispute, and calling
upon the parties to the dispute to refrain
from a stoppage of work or operations, or,
if such stoppage has occurred, to resume
work and operations in the public interest.

“(b) Upon the issuance of a proclamation
under subsection (a)—

“(1) It shall be the duty of any labor
organization of which any employees who
have been employed in the industry or plant
referred to in subsection (a) are members,
and of the officers of such labor organiza-
tion, to seek in good faith to induce such
employees to refraln from engaging in or
continuing any strike, slowdown or other
concerted refusal to work or stoppage of
work, and

“(2) It shall be the duty of any employer
of such employees to refrain from engaging
in or continuing any lockout, and of the
officers of such employer and of any indi-
viduals or organization representing such
employer in labor relations to seek in good
faith to induce such employer from engag-
ing in or continuing any lockout.
until the dispute has been settled and the
period specified in any order issued under
sectlon 209(a), or the period of possession
by the United States under section 210(e¢),
as the case may be, shall have expired.

“SEc. 207. (a) An emergency board ap-
pointed under this section shall be com-
posed of a chairman and such other members
as the President shall determine. Members
of an emergency board shall receive com-
pensation at the rate of $75 for each day
actually spent by them in the work of the
board, together with necessary travel and
subsistence expenses. The Director of the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Serv-
ice (or the National Mediation Board, in the
case of a dispute subject to the provisions
of the Railway Labor Act) shall provide for
the board such stenographic, clerical, and
other assistance and such facilities and serv-
ices as may be necessary for the discharge
of its functions. When a board appointed
under this section has been dissolved, its
records shall be transferred to the Director
of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service or the National Mediation Board, as
the case may be.

“(b) An emergency board shall have power
to sit and act at any place within the United
States and to conduct such hearings as it
may deem necessary or proper to ascertain
the facts with respect to the causes and cir-
cumstances of the dispute or otherwise to
carry out its duties under sections 208 and
209. For the purpose of any hearing or in-
quiry conducted by any such board, the
provisions of sections 9 and 10 (relating to
the attendance of witnesses and the pro-
duction of books, papers, and documents) of
the Federal Trade Commission Act of Sep-
tember 16, 1914, as amended (15 U.S.C. 45,
50), are hereby made applicable to the
powers and duties of such board.

“(e¢) A separate emergency board shall be
appointed for each dispute. No member of
an emergency board shall be pecuniarily or
otherwise interested in any organization of
employees or in any employer involved in the
dispute.

“Sec. 208. (a) An emergency board ap-
pointed under section 206 shall promptly
hold hearings at which the parties to the
dispute shall have an opportunity to be pres-
ent, both personally and by counsel, and to
present such oral and documentary evidence
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as the emergency board shall deem relevant
to the issue or issues in controversy. Within
thirty days following the date of its appoint-
ment, the emergency board shall submit a
report to the President containing written
findings of fact based on the evidence sub-
mitted on the record in such hearings, and,
if so directed, including recommendations
for the settlement of the issue or issues in
dispute.

“{b) At any time within thirty days fol-
lowing the filing by the emergency board of
its report, the President may transmit to the
Congress a complete report with respect to
the dispute together with a proposal—

“(1) to reconvene the board with direc-
tions to resolve the issue or issues In dis-
pute and to issue an appropriate order with
respect thereto, or

“(2) To operate, through existing man-
agement where possible, and with this pur-
pose, to take possession of the business
enterprise or enterprises involved in the
dispute.

The President is authorized to carry out
any proposal submitted to the Congress un-
der this subsection but only if, within ten
days following such submission neither
House of Congress shall have adopted a res-
olution stating in effect that such House
disapproves the proposal. If the Congress
or either House thereof shall have adjourned
sine die or for a period longer than three
days the President shall convene the Con-
gress or such House forthwith for the pur-
pose of considering such proposal,

“Sec. 209. (a) In any case in which the
President reconvenes an emergency board
for the purpose of adjudicating the issue
or issues In dispute and a valid contract is
in effect defining the rights, duties, and lia-
bilities of the parties with respect to any
matter in dispute, the emergency board
shall have power only to determine the
proper interpretation and application of the
contract provisions which are involved.
Where wage rates and other conditions of
employment under a proposed new or pro-
posed amended contract are in dispute, the
emergency board shall establish rates of pay
and conditions of employment which are
fair and equitable to the parties. The emer-
gency board shall issue an order resolving
the issue or issues in dispute within thirty
days following the direction of the Presi-
dent reconvening it. No order of the emer-
gency board relating to wages or rates of
pay shall be retroactive to a date before the
date of the termination of any contract
which may have existed between the parties.
For the purpose of its order, an emergency
board shall consider only, and be bound
only, by the evidence submitted on the rec-
ord. Unless, prior to the expiration of ten
days following promulgation of the order
of an emergency board, the parties shall
have agreed to a settlement of the lssue or
issues in dispute, the order of an emergency
board shall become binding upon and shall
control the relationship between the parties
for such period, not to exceed one year from
such date, as may be specified In the order
of the emergency board.

“{b) The district courts of the United
States shall have power, upon petition of the
Attorney General (but not otherwise), to
issue injunctions, restraining orders, and
other appropriate process, to compel compli-
ance with the provisions of any order of an
emergency board issued under this section,
or to enjoin violations or threatened viola-
tions thereof. In granting such relief, the
jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity shall
not be limited by the Act entitled ‘An Act to
amend the Judicial Code, to define and lim-
it the jurisdiction of courts sitting in equity,
and for other purposes', approved March 23,
1932 (29 U.S8.C, 101-115).

“Sec. 210. (a) In the event that the Gov-
ernment takes possession of and operates
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any business enterprise or enterprises in-
volved in a dispute, the President shall des-
ignate the agency or department of Govern-
ment which shall take possession of the
business enterprise or enterprises including
the properties thereof involved in the dis-
pute and all other assets of the enterprise
or enterprises necessary to such continued
operation thereof as will protect the na-
tional health, safety, and security. In any
such case, the operation of such enterprise
or enterprises shall be carried out to the
fullest extent practicable through the ex-
isting management thereof.

“(b) During the period in which posses-
sion of any enterprise has been taken by
the United States under this section, the
employer or employers or their duty desig-
nated representatives and the representa-
tives of the employees in such enterprise
shall be obligated to continue collective bar-
gaining in a good faith effort to settle the
issues in the dispute between them. Dur-
ing the period in which the United States
shall have taken possession of any business
enterprise or enterprises, the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service or the Na-
tional Mediation Board, as the case may be,
shall continue to encourage the settlement
of the dispute by the parties concerned,
and the agency or department of the United
States designated to operate such enterprise
or enterprises shall have no authority to en-
ter into negotiations with the employer or
with the labor organization for a collective-
bargaining contract or to alter the wages,
hours, or the conditions of employment ex-
isting in such industry or plant prior to
the dispute, except as may be consistent with
the recommendations of the emergency
board or as may be authorized by the Pres-
ident.

“({c) Any enterprise or properties of which
possession has been taken under this sec-
tion shall be returned to the owners thereof
as soon as (1) such owners have reached
an agreement with the representatives of
the employees in such enterprise settling
the issues in dispute between them, or (2)
the President finds that the continued pos-
session and operation of such enterprise by
the United States is no longer necessary:
Provided, That possession by the United
States shall be terminated not later than
ninety days after the issuance of an order
under section 208(b)(2) unless the period
of possession is extended by Act of Con-
gress.

“(d) Beginning not later than thirty days
after issuance of an order taking ion
of a business enterprise, the United States
shall impound and hold all income received
from the operation thereof in trust for the
payment of general operating expenses, just
compensation to the owners as hereinafter
provided in this subsection, and reimburse-
ment to the United States for expenses in-
curred by the United States in the operation
of the enterprise. Any income remaining
shall be covered into the Treasury of the
United States as miscellaneous receipts. In
determining just compensation to the own-
ers of the enterprise, due consideration shall
be given to the fact that the United States
took or continued possession of such enter-
prise when its operation had been interrupt-
ed by a stoppage of work or operations or
that a stoppage of work or operations was
imminent; to the fact that the United States
would have returned such enterprise to its
owners at any time when an agreement was
reached settling the issues involved in such
stoppage of work or operations; and to the
value the use of such enterprise would have
had to its owners in the light of the labor
dispute prevailing, had they remained in
possession during the period of Government .
operation: Provided, That any increase in
wages or other compensation or any increase
resulting from a change in the method of
computing wages or other compensation
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which is agreed to retroactively for the
period of Government operation or any por-
tion of that period shall be deemed costs or
expenses for such period.

“{e)(1) The President may appoint a com-
pensation board to determine the amount to
be paid as just compensation under this sec-
tion to the owner of any enterprise of which
possession is taken. For the purpose of any
hearing or inquiry conducted by any such
board the provisions relating to the conduct
of hearings or inquiries by emergency
boards as provided in section 207 are here-
by made applicable to any such hearing or
inquiry. The members of compensation
‘boards shall be appointed and compensated
in accordance with the provisions of section
207.
“{2) Upon appointing such compensation
board the President shall make provision as
may be necessary for stenographic, clerical,
and other assistance and such facilities, serv-
ices, and supplies as may be necessary to en-
able the compensation board to perform its
functions.

*“{3) The award of the compensation board
shall be final and binding, unless within
thirty days after the issuance of sald award,
a party moves to have the sald award set
aside or modified in the United States Court
of Claims in accordance with the rules of
sald court.

“Sec. 211. Upon the issuance of a procla-
mation under section 208 with respect to
any stoppage of work or operations, or any
time thereafter, the President may direct
the Attorney General to petition any district
court, having jurisdiction of the parties, to
enjoin such stoppage of work or operations,
and if the court finds that the President has
reasonable cause to believe that a national
emergency is threatened or exists because a
threatened or actual stoppage of work or op-
erations may result or has resulted from a
labor dispute (including the expiration of a
collective bargaining agreement) in a vital
industry or plant which seriously affects the
security of the Nation, it shall have jurisdic-
tion to enjoin such stoppage of work or op-
erations, or the continuing thereof, and to
make such other orders as may be appro-
priate. In granting such Injunction or re-
lief, the jurisdiction of courts sitting in
equity shall not be limited by the Act en-
titled ‘An Act to amend the Judicial Code,
to define and limit the jurisdiction of courts
sitting in equity, and for other purposes,’
approved March 23, 1932 (29 U.S.C. 101-115).
Such injunction or order shall be dissolved
(1) upon settlement of the dispute, (2)
thirty days after the making of the report of
an emergency board in any case where the
procedures referred to in sectlon 208(b) are
not invoked, (3) upon issuance of an order
of an emergency board in any case in which
the provisions of section 208(b) (1) are in-
voked, (4) upon the relinquishment by the
United States of possession of the property
in any case in which the provisions of sec-
tion 208(b)(2) are invoked, or (5) upon
adoption of either House of Congress of a
resolution referred to in section 208(b).

“Sec. 212. When a dispute arising under
this title has been finally settled, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Congress a Iull and
comprehensive report of all the proceedings,
together with such recommendations as he
may see fit to make.”

Sec. 2. (a) Section 10 of the Railway Labor
Act, as amended, is repealed.

{b) Sections 211 and 212 of the Labor Man-
agement Relations Act, 1947, are renumbered
as 213 and 214, respectively, and such re-
numbered section 214 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 214. The provisions of sections 201
through 205 of this title shall not be appli-
cable with respect to any matter which is
subject to the provisions of the Railway La-
bor Act, as amended from time to ‘ime.”
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8ec. 3. This Aect shall become effective
upon its enactment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have a
few more remarks to make, with the in-
dulgence of the Senator from Louisiana.

I have withheld introducing the bill
until this hour because I did not want
the introduction of my bill to be used by
anyone as a possible excuse in connection
with a position he might take in the air-
line case. I introduce it now because the
press reports are clear that the strike
has been started. How extensive the
strike will become, only time can tell.
However, I read an AP dispatch which
has just come over the wires:

WasHINGTON.—A strike started and stopped
on Trans World Airlines today as the Govern-
ment submitted a new proposal aimed at
settling a long controversy over jet plane
cockpit Jobs.

Secretary of Labor Arthur J. Goldberg gave
the proposal to TWA management and the
Flight Engineers International Assoclation at
exactly the time (2 p.m. e.d.t.) the engineers
had set to strike TWA's far-flung transcon-
tinental and oversea operations.

The offer came too late to stop some picket-
ing at New York's Idlewild Airport and at
TWA terminals at Kansas City and San
Francisco. The pickets withdrew gradually,
after 2 hours of parading at Idlewild.
Some few flights were delayed.

At Chicago, one engineer left a Boston-
Los Angeles flight just before the strike post-
ponement. The plane was delayed for 45
minutes before the engineer was located and
returned to his job.

The union pledged to Goldberg to withhold
the strike temporarily pending consideration
of the Government settlement plan. Its
terms were not made public immediately, but
it was believed to contain new job and union
security pledges for the engineers.

The small but strategic engineers union,
with fewer than 2,000 members, has been
feuding with the Air Line Pilots Assoclation,
with some 14,000 members, for several years
for job rights aboard Jet airliners. Both
unions are affiliated with the AFL-CIO.

Government boards recommended a cut in
present four-man ¢rews, consisting of three
pilots and an engineer, to three-man crews,
with two pilots and a combined pilot-engi-
neer. This involved proposals that pillots
train as engineers and engineers train as
pilots.

The argument has been over which union’s
members would bear the job-loss brunt. The
engineers were reported ready to abandon a
demand that the third man on the reduced
crews continue to be a licensed mechanie.
In exchange, the engineers were said to be
insisting on greater job priority over pilots
for the third-position posts.

The engineers also were fighting to pre-
serve their union as a labor organization,
fearing that pilot training might lump them
into the pilots union, The Government was
reported ready, as Presldent Kennedy has in-
dicated, to guarantee the engineers their
separate union bargaining status for the time
being.

A later dispatch, timed 5:46 p.m.,
reads:

At 5:30 pm. e.d.t.,, Labor Secretary Gold-
berg told waiting newsmen he still had not
received a reply from either TWA or the
flight engineers on the settlement proposals.

He said both sides had asked questions
about the recommendations and received ex-
planations.

‘We are still awaiting replies, he said.

Mr. President, I have waited until this
hour to introduce the bill, because I had
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been hopeful that the dispute would be
settled by today. However, I believe the
American people are entitled to have the
bill introduced and hearings started on
it, because it would be applicable not
only to this dispute, if and when the bill
is passed, but also to any disputes which
might develop into a national emergency
dispute.

I wish to make this comment concern-
ing the procedure provided by the bill.
I have already indicated that it provides
for token seizure if the President, in his
judgment, believes that such Govern-
ment intervention is necessary. It pro-
vides for an injunction if the President,
in his judgment, decides that such action
is necessary. It provides for coneilia-
tion, and for arbitration if the President,
in his judgment, decides that this proce-
dure should be followed. But either the
arbitration or takeover procedures, if
proposed by the President, is subject to
a veto by either House of Congress
within 10 days after the proposal has
been made. So there is a check upon the
President. The bill places the respon-
sibility clearly upon Congress as well as
upon the President to see to it that there
is carried out what I have heretofore
described as the paramount obligation
of the Government of this country to
make certain that the public interest is
protected in case of a national emer-
geney dispute.

The terms of the settlement directed
by the emergency board under the bill
would remain effective for a period of
time specified in the order of the board
not to exceed 1 year. It could be less
depending upon changes during the year
through negotiations between the
parties,

Some may say, as they have said in
the past when a procedure of this kind
has been suggested, that the bill provides
for compulsory arbitration but, it really
provides for maximum voluntarism.
Provides for all the voluntary steps now
provided for under Taft-Hartley and the
Railway Labor Act, with some modifica-
tions in the bill concerning elapsed-time
periods. It reduces the time period in
some cases, but it keeps the door of vol-
untarism open continuously until either
or both parties follow a course of action
in which it will be necessary to reach an
affirmative answer to the question of
fact: Does the course of conduct of the
parties involved in the dispute now
so acutely jeopardize the national wel-
fare that the ultimate steps in the bill
must be taken?

Quite frankly, I say to labor and to
management: “Give me that set of facts,
and you lose, in my judgment, any right
to place the economic interests of the
partisans in the dispufe above the wel-
fare of the Nation as a whole. We will
still keep the door of voluntarism open,
but we will have to say to you, in the
national interest, that for a limited
period of time you, as law-abiding eciti~
zens, will have to conform to a resolu-
tion of the issues in dispute, offered in
the public interest on the merits, by order
of an impartial Presidentially appointed
board.. ¥You can negotiate on a volun-
tary basis during the period of time the
decree or settlement is in operation; but




1962

you must face up to the fact that the
Government will not be stopped by a
label in protecting the public interest.”

Let me make it perfectly clear to labor
and management that now, as in the
past, I will not be prevented from pro-
tecting the public interest by any scare-
crow argument labeled “compulsory ar-
bitration.” Labor and management can
make the negotiations just as compul-
sory as their walkout on voluntarism
dictates.

I have kept the bill in my own name,
not because I would not welcome co-
sponsors but because of the heat of the
issues, I do not propose to involve other
Senators.

If compulsory resolution of the issues
under the limited procedures of the bill is
warranted, and the President decides the
question should be so resolved, it will be
made so only by an adamant, uncoopera-
tive attitude on the part of the parties
to the dispute.

It may be said that the senior Senator
from Oregon seeks to return labor to
government by injunction. I do not
have to defend my record in the field of
labor relations in opposition to govern-
ment by injunction. I yield to no one in
my support of the principles of the
Norris-LaGuardia Act. But sometimes
it has been necessary to use injunctions
to protect the public interest in national
emergency disputes, both in time of war
and in time of peace. Again I say to
labor and management that if there is
a finding of fact that the national wel-
fare is jeopardized by an economic
course of action on the part of any eco-
nomic group in this country, be it a
union or a management, then the public
welfare must come first, and for a limited
period of time, while a period of nego-
tiation and relaxation passes—and I
emphasize “relaxation’ because it is very
important in the whole field of labor con-
troversies—the government, under a
system of government by law, has a duty
to use the procedures available to it fo
insure that we can avoid irreparable
damage.

It will be cried by some who will seek
to distort the bill that the Senator from
Oregon proposes that the Government
take over industry. They will ask,
“What will happen to the private enter-
prise system if Congress vests in the
Government the power to seize indus-
try?” But, there is nothing new in the
seizure proposal. It has been found
necessary from time to time, in order
to protect the public interest, to engage
in token seizures. I suggest to those
who ask such questions that they read
the Morse bill. The bill makes it per-
fectly clear that the seizures are to be
token seizures. It makes clear that the
flag is raised above the industry struck.
The bill makes it clear that for a period
of 90 days or longer if Congress so di-
rects, the workers will in fact be working
for the flag, not for management per se,
during which time the parties are en-
joined to return to the principles of vol-
untarism which characterize our system
of collective bargaining, mediation, con-
ciliation, and voluntary arbitration.

In my judgment, I would be untrue to
my trust, likewise I would be walking
out on my knowledge and experience im
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the fleld of labor relations, if I were not
willing at this hour to make this pro-
posal. I make it in the best interests
of labor and management. In my judg-
ment, I make it in the best interests of
the welfare of my country, because, con-
sidering the difficult times ahead, I think
the time is long overdue for us to put on
the statute books an emergency dispute
law which we know will work. If we do
so, we will not be confronted, as we have
been confronted time and time again,
since 1947, when Congress passed the
Taft-Hartley law, with an inadequate
national emergency dispute statute; we
will not be confronted with a dispute in
which we discover, after the periods of
time provided for in the Taft-Hartley
emergency disputes section or under the
Railroad Labor Act of 1926, that we have
no effective procedures left.

The President of the United States
is living in that hour tonight.

The fact is that at this hour we do not
have on the statute books any procedure
under law which would be applicable to
the flicht engineers' case if they carry
out strike plans and the effect of the
strike is bound to endanger the economy
and the welfare of this country. I be-
lieve we owe it to the President and to
the people of the United States to pro-
ceed impartially and impersonally to en-
act legislation that will meet the need.

I introduce the bill in that spirit; and
I wish to say that the dispute of the
flight engineers only happened to be the
issue which made clear to me that the
time had come for me once again to take
the floor of the Senate to urge the Con-
gress to enact an effective emergency-
dispute bill.

As I close, I repeat that I am not
wedded to the bill. I welcome improve-
ments of the bill; and I welcome sug-
gestions by labor and by management, if
they are constructive and if the purpose
is to seek to improve the bill.

I also wish to say to labor and to man-
agement that I shall oppose any attempt
by the spokesmen for either side to
scuttle the objectives of the bill, for the
objectives of the bill are called for under
a system of government by law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 3443) to amend title II
of the Labor Management Relations Act,
1947, with respect to the settlement of
labor disputes resulting in national
emergencies, introduced by Mr. Mogsg,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

REVISION OF FORMULA FOR AP-
PORTIONING CASH ASSISTANCE
FUNDS UNDER NATIONAL SCHOOL
LUNCH ACT—STATEMENT BY SEN-
ATOR MORSE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this
morning the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, in open hearings,
gave consideration to HR. 11665 and S.
2442, bills to revise the formula for ap-
portioning cash assistance funds among
the States under the National School
Lunch Act. Because of the great inter-
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est in this legislation of Oregonians, par-
ticularly those who are concerned with
administering this popular school lunch
program, I presented to the committee
a statement in support of the legislation.

Under the recommendations of the De-
partment of Agriculture, if they are
adopted through enactment of this leg-
islation, Oregon’s share from the cash
assistance funds, which are currently
$98.6 million, would rise from $893,000
to $916,000 in the first year of the tran-
sitional period.

Of course, together with many other
Senators, I very much hope that the
appropriated amounts for the national
cash assistance fund can be materially
inereased in the years ahead.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my brief statement for the
committee be printed at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MoORSE oN H.R. 11665
AND S, 2442, BrLs To REVISE THE FORMULA
FOR APPORTIONING CAsH AssISTANCE FuNDs
AMONG THE STATES UNDER THE NATIONAL
ScHoOL LUNCH ACT, PRESENTED TO THE SEN-
ATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FOR-
ESTRY
Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee, I come before you to urge that favor-

able consideration be glven H.R. 11665 and

8. 2442, I have recelved word from school

authorities all over my State, including the

Ashland Public Schools, the Portland Public

Bchools, the Parkrose Public Schools, the

Bandon Public Schools, my own hometown of

Eugene, Oreg., the Milton-Freewater Public

School System, the Redmond (Oreg.) Public

School System and the Crook County School

District, all of which support the funds re-

allocation provided for in the legislation,

Nor has this support from my State been
confined to public school officlals. Many
citizens from all parts of my State, as in-
dividuals and as members of farm organ-
izations have llkewise strongly urged pass-
age of this legislation.

Senator Dwight Hopkins of the Oregon
State Legislature from Imbler, Oreg., for ex-
ample, has urged that favorable considera-
tion be given to this important change in
our school lunch program.

No opposition to the bllls had been received
by my office. In view of this unanimity
of support, it s my hope that the commit-
tee will report a measure favorably.

USE OF ELECTRICITY IN MAINTE-
NANCE OF ASTORIA, OREG., RE-
SERVE FLEET

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the CoNGrEssSIONAL RECORD
an article from the June issue of the
Northwest Ruralite. It describes the im-
portant part electricity plays in the
maintenance of the Astoria Reserve
Fleet near Astoria, Oreg. k

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Ar READY—WEST OREGON ErLEcTRIC HELPS

EKeer ONE oF UNCLE SaM's NONCOMBAT
RESERVE FLEETS PREPARED FoR EMER-

GENCIES

Some 165 merchant vessels and naval aux-
iliaries lle quietly at anchor in Cathlamet
Bay on the Columbia River, 3 miles east of
Astoria, Oreg.
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This is the Astoria Reserve Fleet, one of
seven strategically located noncombatant
ship pools held in readiness by the U.S. De-
partment of Commerce Maritime Admin-
istration. These are the vessels avallable on
short notice to carry the boys, the bullets,
the bacon if our Nation's safety should re-
quire.

“West Oregon Electric Cooperative of Ver-
nonia, Oreg., provides electric service to the
Astoria Reserve Fleet basin. And electric
power is an important factor in maintaining
these big ships in good order. In past emer-
gencies, Uncle Sam has pald heavily in lack
of preparation for the grim business of war
and defense, including cargo bottoms to
haul men and material. But after World
War IT a policy of readiness was adopted for
the merchant fleet, and in 1946, the first
vessels of the Astoria Reserve dropped anchor
in the Columbia.

Actually, the fleet is not static., As E.
T. Joste of the Portland office of the Mari-
time Administration expresses it, “The Re-
serve Fleet is like a grain terminal, which
receives raw grain and sorts it out for bread
flour and stock feed and all the other uses.
The Reserve Fleet receives ships and sorts
them out for scrap, for preservation, for re-
conditioning—it's sort of a sifting-down
process.”

Under an exchange program, private com-
panies can turn in old vessels to the fleet
and receive credit on the construction of new
ships at private shipyards. The Reserve
Fleet even has “thirdhand” ships traded in
on “secondhand” models, said Mr. Joste.

And one of the most interesting—and
practical—uses of those big boats riding
quietly on the Columbia is for grain storage.
The even temperature of the water provides
for better storage than a conventional grain
silo we were told—28 of the ships had wheat
in their holds, from the Government wheat
program, the day of Ruralite's visit, with
7 others waiting. At the helght of the
program in 1955, 110 of these ships served as
fioating grain bins.

“The Maritime Administration Reserve
Fleet 18 not a graveyard fleet,” explains a
mimeographed leaflet given visitors at the
Administration office. “Far from it. The
ships you see here have been decommissioned
and preserved but not neglected. Most of
the ships you see here were built at a cost
of between $114 to $10 million each. They
are being maintained at an annual cost of
only $1,800 each and are scrapped when they
become ohsolete in purpose.”
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When a ship is nosed into line at the fleet
basin for reconditioning, it gets a thorough
golng over. Rust is knocked off with a high-
pressure water jet blast. A special nondry-
ing grey-pigment preservative paint is ap-
plied., The original red oxide paint was
abandoned because too many visitors thought
it was rust. The ship’s mechanism is con-
ditioned for its standby status, but the
machinery is turned over on a regular sched-
ule to avoid its setting from lack of use.

There is little problem of marine growth
to worry about, but below-water hulls are
protected from ordinary electrolytic action
by what fleet technicians call cathodic-elec-
tric treatment. Electric current passes
through large carbon anodes suspended
under each vessel, to counteract the rusting
or decomposing action which would ordi-
narily pit the ship below waterline.

Already the Maritime Administration's
standby Navy has been called upon to rush
to the breach. "During the EKorean war,”
Mr, Joste told Ruralite, “the 8 fleets then
in reserve furnished 6560 ships on short
notice. The Astoria Fleet provided its share
of these. To my memory, these fleets,
located on all three seaboards, have answered
the call to six different national emergencies
since the end of World War IL."

In fact, the motto of the Astoria Reserve
Fleet and 1ts six sister standby flotillas might
well be just that—"Stand by for emer-
gencies.”

ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED

Mr. MORSE, by unanimous consent,
introduced a bill (S. 3442) to amend title
II of the Labor Management Relations
Act, 1947, with respect to the settlement
of labor disputes resulting in national
emergencies, which was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. MorsE when
he introduced the above bill, which ap-
pear under a separate heading.)

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if no other Senator wishes to speak,
I move that, under the previous order,
the Senate adjourn until tomorrow.

June 19

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o’clock and 18 minutes p.m.), under the
previous order, the Senate adjourned un-
til tomorrow, Wednesday, June 20, 1962,
at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate June 19, 1962:
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Harold C. Woodward, of Illinois, to be a
member of the Federal Power Commission

for the term of 5 years expiring June 22,
1967. (Reappointment.)

CoasT AND GEODETIC SURVEY
Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following for permanent appointment to

the grade indicated in the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey:

To be ensigns

Ned Colden Austin
Richard James DeRycke

Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following for permanent appointment to
the grades indicated in the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey:

To be lieutenant (junior grade)
Daniel F. Leary
To be ensigns
Stephen Z. Bezuk Kenneth B, Young
David G. Hickerson Richard P. Williamson
Gerald W, Hohmann Allan Jenks
Richard H. Albritton Alfred W. Cecil
Frank H. Branca James J. Lium
Richard A. Rader Bruce L. McCartney
Stanley J. Ruden Larry L. Lewis
William L. Newton III James F. Reeve
Edward R. Dohrman Michael J,
Christopher E. KErusa Pagzuchanics
PusrLic HEALTH SERVICE
The following candidates for personnel ac-
tion in the regular corps of the Public
Health Service subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:
To be senior assistant surgeons
James Christensen Fritz R. Dixon
Robert E. Anderson Theodor 8. Kaufman
William L. Kissick Theodor Kolobow
Bernard L. Albert John L. Buckingham
To be assistant surgeon
Richard E. Mansfield

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

Needed: Greater Consumption of Dairy
Foods

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, June 19, 1962

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, currently,
the Nation is observing its 26th annual
June Dairy Month.

The purpose is to increase the con-
sumption of nutritional health-giving
dairy food.

This, I believe, is necessary, not only
for the economic health of the dairy in-
dustry—a vitally important segment of
agriculture—but also for the health of
the American people.

In a weekend address over Wisconsin
radio stations, I was privileged to outline
some suggestions for inecreasing con-
sumption of dairy foods.

I ask unanimous consent to have ex-
cerpts of the address printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

This marks the 26th anniversary of nation-
wide efforts during June Dairy Month to
salute—and Improve the economic outlook
for—the dairy industry.

Throughout the ages, milk has been a sym-
bol of the good life. In the book of Exodus,
for example, there is reference to Moses' role
in leading the people to a “land flowing with
milk and honey."

Today, farming is the biggest business in
the United States. If all milk produced
within the continental United States were
gathered together, it would make a river 40
feet wide, 3 feet deep and 3,500 miles long.

KS

Agriculture—and related industries called
agri-business—provide jobs for more than
one-third of all the workers in the coun-
try, including 6 million workers on farms;
T million producing for, or serving, farmers,
and 11 million processing or distributing
farm products.

The farmer, too, is a significant consumer
of other products, buying: 5 percent of all
U.S. electricity; 9 percent of the rubber; 10
percent of the steel; 13 percent of the petro-
leum; and using more tractors and trucks
than any other industry,

Wisconsin—as the No. 1 milk-producing
State in the Nation—with an output of about
18 billion pounds annually, has a special in-
terest in telling the dairy story.

Why? To find consumers and to create
markets for our milk, cheese, butter, ice
cream, and other high-quality dairy foods
at home, and elsewhere in the world.

According to a consumers’ survey, milk and
milk products provide 28 percent of cur food
nutrients for only 19 percent of each food
dollar. From dairy foods, the American fam-
ily obtains 23 to 26 percent of their cal-
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